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The purpose of this training manual with attached curriculum is to present a 
learning experience for the members of Heritage Bible Church in which they will 
broaden their understanding of biblical forgiveness; learn to distinguish between hurts 
arising from the intentional, sinful actions of others and those occurring from amoral life 
experiences; discern when biblical forgiveness is called for; understand the need to go 
beyond merely speaking words of forgiveness to seeking reconciliation; and develop 
skills for reducing hurts that fracture personal relationships. 
Hurts from personal conflicts lessen the joy of the Christian walk. Additionally, 
everyone has been impacted by hurts that come simply from living in a fallen world. 
Sometimes hurts come about by the sinful attitudes and actions of others and, at other 
times, by actions or events that are not the result of a sinful act. While the hurt from these 
two occasions may feel the same, the path to resolution may be different. Christians often 
fail to distinguish between these two types of hurts, making repairing relationships more 
difficult.  
Heritage Bible Church is a small, non-denominational ministry founded in 2001 
in Tulsa, Oklahoma. This new congregation and I, its new pastor, both brought 
experiences of conflict from the recent past. The attached group learning experience will 
direct the Heritage Bible Church adult Sunday school class in a study of biblical 
forgiveness. The desired outcome is a biblical foundation for forgiveness that issues forth 
 in both motivation and skills for restoring fractured relationships and reducing hurts that 
damage or destroy relationships. 
This paper contains three major sections. The first section lays a contextual and 
theological foundation for the training manual. It overviews three popular models of 
forgiveness found in contemporary Christian writings and evaluates these models through 
a study of relevant biblical passages. The second section describes the intended learning 
outcomes, teaching design, and method for assessment. The third section is an appendix 
presenting the curriculum completed by the participants of Heritage Bible Church. 
 
Theological Mentor: Kurt Fredrickson, DMin 
 
Words: 350 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To my granddaughter, Marinna Joy: May you receive and grant forgiveness 
  iv 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 Many people love to hike in the mountains as I do. When one is unfamiliar with a 
new or infrequently visited area, maps and marked trails are essential tools enabling the 
hiker to reach the desired destination. One might pause for a moment and picture 
forgiveness as a mountain whose peak soars upward to fourteen thousand feet. As the 
hiker anticipates climbing the mountain of forgiveness, he inquires at the base camp as to 
the best trail. What if, however, there are several paths to choose from at the base of the 
mountain and the hiker is unable to decipher which trail is best? Or worse yet, what if it 
is not just a matter of which trail is best but which trail will actually traverse the 
mountain all the way to the summit of forgiveness? 
 In 2002, I began what I thought would be a very short hike. The selected map was 
a popular Christian book on forgiveness. I was surprised where this map took me, so I 
picked up another book for comparison purposes, and then another. I soon discovered 
that Christian forgiveness is approached in three different ways in popular writings. If 
biblical forgiveness is a mountain with three faces and a trail on each face leads to the 
summit, then it would not be critical which path is selected. Each trail would take the 
explorer to the same final destination. However, in keeping with this image, this author 
believes that one of the trails at the base of the mountain only gives the appearance of 
ascending to the biblical summit. In actuality, if one follows this path, she will end up at 
the top of a man-made mountain. The other two trails do, in fact, lead toward the biblical 
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summit. However, since these two trails are not always clearly marked, one may climb 
high up on the mountainside but never quite reach the summit. The explorer who is intent 
on reaching the summit may have to rediscover the path that takes her to the peak. 
 My initial interest in forgiveness developed while serving as a pastor on the 
Northern Great Plains in South Dakota. Forgiveness was needed almost everywhere I 
looked and was often demanded of others, but all too often, very little forgiveness was 
given. Miroslav Volf says that our “culture is largely stripped of grace.”1 Gordon 
MacDonald writes about his personal experience of receiving “restorative grace.”2 I 
observed both sub-cultures of non-grace and grace in the South Dakota congregation. 
However, Volf‟s assessment rather than MacDonald‟s experience was much more the 
norm. A community without grace is a community without forgiveness. 
 Observing how hurt, confusion, and frustration from conflicts were impacting the 
church, I began thinking and reading more deeply on the topic of forgiveness. My initial 
readings did little to provide insights or clarity. I felt like the journal editor who wrote, 
“What we hoped could be a fresh, clear and relatively uncluttered look at forgiveness and 
its relationship to conflict was made exceedingly difficult as we read the literature and 
listened to people‟s ideas.”3  
I had observed some Christians within the congregation who believed that if one 
feels hurt or disappointment he indeed has been wronged. I also found this idea in a 
                                                 
1
Miroslav Volf, Free of Charge: Giving and Forgiving in a Culture Stripped of Grace (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan, 2005), 14. 
2
Gordon MacDonald, Rebuilding Your Broken World (Nashville: Oliver Nelson, 1988), 182. 
3
Carolyn Schrock-Shenk, “Editor‟s Notes,” Mennonite Conciliation Service Quarterly 14, no. 3 
(Summer 1995): 1. 
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number of Christian books on forgiveness. Often this perspective leads a person to feel 
justified when he blames another for the experienced hurt without objectively inquiring if 
a true wrong has taken place. I encountered some who believed themselves to be victims 
of an offense whenever someone failed to meet their expectations, thus causing 
displeasure. As I pressed on reading additional books, I noticed an emerging pattern. 
Some writings associated forgiveness with finding freedom from emotional hurts, others 
with obeying God, and still others with regaining a friend. As I explored these 
observations, I concluded that there are three models of forgiveness presented in popular 
Christian books. 
Model One seldom uses the word sin, preferring instead the words hurt, 
disappointment, and offense. This model associates forgiveness with self-healing. The 
focus is on escaping negative emotions. There is no intent by this author to communicate 
that emotions are a bad thing. As Cloud and Townsend state, “Feelings should neither be 
ignored nor placed in charge.”4  
 Model Two prefers the word sin and links forgiveness with obedience. It 
encourages the offended to obey God by following His directives to forgive. Forgiveness 
is viewed as the heartfelt decision to release the person who hurt you.
5
 Books embracing 
Model Three are not as common as those embracing Models One and Two. Occasionally 
a book is found in which the teaching on forgiveness truly emphasizes the lofty goal of 
                                                 
4
Henry Cloud and John Townsend, Boundaries: When to Say Yes, When to Say No to Take Control 
of Your Life (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 40. 
5
John Nieder and Thomas M. Thompson, Forgive and Love Again (Eugene, OR: Harvest House 
Publishers, 1991), 61. 
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restoring the relationship. David Augsburger defines forgiveness simply (or perhaps, 
profoundly) as regaining a brother or sister.
6
 
This author believes that the latter two models of forgiveness have many 
commendable aspects. Model Two commendably focuses on obedience but, for the most 
part, ignores reconciliation. Model Three commendably focuses on restoring 
relationships, but in so doing, makes forgiving contingent upon reconciliation being 
accomplished. However, Model One, which is the most popular of the three, is the least 
biblical, as will be demonstrated in chapters two and five. 
 With the observations of the three models in hand, I began to better understand 
some of the relational dynamics that were taking place in the church. Certain people 
demanded a verbal plea of repentance for sin from the one held responsible for the hurt 
before they would accept an apology. Were these people just being difficult? Perhaps. Or 
were they simply lacking a clear and solid biblical model of forgiveness? 
I have identified two steps that I believe are essential in forgiving others. First, 
sin, offense, and hurt should be clearly defined and identified. When forgiveness bounces 
between addressing failure to meet personal expectations and failure to meet God‟s 
expectations, sin is trivialized, and forgiveness is marginalized.
7
 Second, reconciliation 
should be viewed as a dutiful pursuit rather than an ideal but impractical goal. All too 
often in books on forgiveness, reconciliation is presented as the goal but then is quickly 
                                                 
6
David W. Augsburger, The New Freedom of Forgiveness (Chicago: Moody Press, 2000), 9. 
7
See L. Gregory Jones, Embodying Forgiveness: A Theological Analysis (Grand Rapids: William 
B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1995), 36 and 51. 
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ignored. The Bible, in contrast, repeatedly exhorts the believer to pursue peace.
8
 In 
addition to these two steps, I believe it is beneficial to be able to recognize the different 
models of forgiveness since not all approaches are equal or lead to the same destination. 
 Human-to-human forgiveness has two primary components: seeking forgiveness 
and granting forgiveness. While both are essential to harmonious relationships, the 
primary focus of this training manual is the dynamics of extending forgiveness. 
Therefore, the hurt experienced is often evaluated to determine if such hurt truly calls for 
forgiving another. Seldom is the focus placed on one‟s own actions to see if he should 
seek forgiveness from another. 
The Forgiving Others curriculum establishes a biblical foundation, addresses the 
three critical topics for establishing a sound forgiveness model, and presents the author‟s 
model of forgiveness.
9
 I believe that the vast majority of conflicts I have observed in the 
church during the past twenty-five years of ministry would never have occurred, would 
not have become so inflamed, or would have been resolved quickly if the parties involved 
had possessed and practiced the redemptive model of forgiveness presented in this 
project.
 10
                                                 
8“Be at peace,” see Mark 9:50; “pursue peace,” see Rom 14:19; “live in peace,” see 2 Cor 13:11. 
9
See Appendix 1: Forgiving Others (A Curriculum), pages 85-176. 
10
The redemptive model of forgiveness is presented in Session Six of the curriculum. See pages 
165-171. 
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PART ONE: CONTEXT AND FOUNDATIONS FOR CURRICULUM 
 
 
CHAPTER 1 
DISCOVERING THE NEED TO UNDERSTAND FORGIVENESS 
 
 The intent of this first chapter is to establish the contextual basis that gives rise to 
the need to better understand forgiveness. The author will illustrate the contextual basis 
through various personal accounts of the occasions that have made him aware of the need 
and value of understanding the multifaceted dynamics of forgiveness.
1
 
 
The Personal Context of Hurts While at Bethesda Church 
 Like the interior fragrance of a new car was the energizing aroma of the new 
ministry in South Dakota. I was still adjusting to my new surroundings. Everything was 
different, but the differences were not threatening. That in itself was different. After 
seminary, I pastored a small church in Brenham, Texas, for seventeen years. Perhaps not 
a below average risk taker, I clearly was not a speculator at heart. During the last year of 
this pastorate, God began a stirring within my heart. What emerged was a desire to grow 
in my faith walk and to experience life in a different ministry setting. 
                                                 
1
The goals of the personal illustrations are to demonstrate why the author has a passion for 
understanding the dynamics of forgiveness and to show the need for this same understanding in the church 
he presently serves. Therefore, liberty has been taken to adapt stories and change names since there is no 
benefit in identifying sincere people who may not have always agreed with the author. 
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A Yearning of the Heart 
 Bethesda Church of Huron, South Dakota, was as different a ministry context as 
one might imagine. The very fact we were there most surely was evidence to either our 
insanity or God‟s leading. The Texas church was a small independent Bible church of 
which I had been the first pastor. Brenham is a small town located sixty miles northwest 
of Houston, just off the coastal plain. The South Dakota church was four times larger and 
had been established ten years before I was even born. German descendants of the 
Mennonite Brethren faith had planted it on the Northern Great Plains. 
 There were two things in common with these ministries: the size of the towns and 
the length of tenure of the former pastors. Still, these commonalities presented 
differences. I was arriving in South Dakota with seventeen years of experience in a 
Southern congregation, while this Northern congregation was ending a seventeen-year 
relationship with its former pastor. True, the two towns are almost identical in size; 
however, one sits in the middle of a heavily populated triangle formed by Houston, San 
Antonio, and Dallas, and the other sits in the middle of vast rural farmland on the 
Northern Great Plains. While South Dakota is south of the other Dakota, it lies twelve 
hundred miles due north of Brenham, Texas. 
 If my yearning was to experience ministry in a different context, South Dakota 
would prove to be vastly different from Texas. If my desire was to be challenged in my 
faith walk, the people of the Northern plains would provide me with great examples to 
follow as well as many opportunities to walk in faith. If my goal had been to find a place 
that would motivate me to better understand forgiveness, I had chosen well. 
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A New Pastor Implies a Former Pastor 
 Newness still permeated the air. While continuing to adjust to a new staff, a new 
congregation, a new house, and a new state, the church secretary called to say that Joe, a 
long time church member, wanted to meet with me. Earlier in the week, she had asked 
Joe to read Scripture in the next worship service. She also informed Joe that I had asked 
her to make the new reading guideline available to all readers. Later that morning, he 
walked into my office and flung a piece of paper on my desk while stating he would 
never again publicly read Scripture. Joe dogmatically told me that he was offended with 
someone telling him how to read Scripture since he had been doing it for many years. He 
readily dismissed my explanation and quickly revealed that his disappointment with the 
previous pastor would keep him from ever developing a close relationship with me. 
 As Joe spoke of his disappointment, it was easy to see the hurt and betrayal he 
felt. He considered the former pastor a close friend and experienced a real sense of loss 
when the pastor accepted a call from another church. While he may have rejoiced to some 
degree for his friend‟s opportunity to relocate closer to his adult children, it did not 
change the fact that he felt betrayed. Would Joe have labeled it betrayal? Perhaps he 
would have, perhaps not, but the decision of the former pastor impacted Joe‟s life in a 
way that left him with relational pain. To avoid additional pain, he had decided to keep 
me at arm‟s length. 
 Joe‟s situation raises two critical questions for this paper. First, when one feels 
deep hurt, is it a sign that an offense has taken place? Second, when one is overcome with 
negative emotions, is the biblical solution to forgive in order to release negative 
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emotions? This paper will demonstrate that the biblical answer to both of these questions 
is no. 
 What is one to deduce from Joe‟s situation? One might conclude that the former 
pastor was in debt to Joe. One might conclude that, as the new pastor, I assumed the 
liability of the pastoral debt in much the same way a new owner assumes the assets and 
liabilities of a new business. If there is a debt, then there are three possibilities: the debt 
remains outstanding, the debtor pays, or the debt is forgiven. 
 If the focus is on how to delete unwanted negative emotions, then it appears that 
an efficient way is to forgive and thereby release the imprisoning emotions. However, if 
one first seeks to objectively identify the debt, it may lead in a different direction. What 
would happen if negative emotions were viewed not as a proof but as a warning? 
 What Joe felt was real. Perhaps what Joe needed most at that moment was not a 
pastor who was busy justifying his newly introduced reading guidelines, but a pastor who 
understood the dynamics of forgiveness and could help him navigate a course across the 
stormy sea of emotions. Now, seven years removed from that day, I wonder if life might 
have been quite different if I had invited Joe on board as we set sail toward harmony and 
joy. I believe that the successful journey would have acknowledged the emotions but 
would also have viewed them as a warning, not a proof. If, after objective evaluation, it 
was concluded that a real offense had taken place, the ship would have sailed through the 
straits of forgiveness. On the other hand, if there was no legitimate debt to be forgiven, 
then the ship would have sailed to a special port where it would have off loaded the deeds 
of the flesh and restocked with the various fruits of the Spirit. 
  
10 
A New Pastor Implies New Relationships 
 Seth and his wife, Joan, were deeply involved in ministries and leadership roles of 
the church. After six months as the new pastor, I received word that Seth was upset 
because I had not visited his son. Carl, a college student, was on a Christmas break ski 
trip when an oncoming car veered into him. He spent the remainder of his Christmas 
vacation recuperating from injuries at his parents‟ home and then returned to his out-of -
state college. The church as a whole had not neglected this young man. Many had 
ministered to him in various ways. Nevertheless, the felt offense was that I had not 
personally visited Carl. 
 I called Seth and Joan to make a lunch appointment. I apologized for my lack of 
care. I stated that my actions did not fit my philosophy for leadership. I acknowledged 
that I should have visited. Seth stated that he did not, nor did the church of three hundred, 
expect me to visit everyone in a similar situation. Nevertheless, for some reason it had 
hurt this time. While Seth assured me he was no longer upset, Joan demanded that I ask 
their forgiveness for my sin. Even though she could not identify a specific sin, she was 
confident there was a sin because of the offense she felt.
2
 
 A similar situation arose when a different woman felt my behavior also lacked 
sensitivity and was, therefore, offensive. One Wednesday evening, Sarah was sharing 
with me some of her frustrations. She felt she had ruined a teaching moment with the 
fifth grade class when, midway through one illustration, she mistakenly jumped to 
                                                 
 
2
In popular usage, offense often refers to being displeased with another because he fails to meet 
the expectations of another. In contrast, sin within the Bible is a transgression of God‟s expectations, which 
fractures the relationship. See Session Four of curriculum for discussion of sins, hurts, and offenses, pages 
137-141.  
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another illustration. Instead of empathizing with her frustration, I made a major blunder. 
Attempting to lighten the situation, I said something to the effect that perhaps next week 
she could just tell the leftovers of the two illustrations. 
 Later that week the chairman of the elders received a letter from Sarah demanding 
action be taken against me due to my behavior that hurt her. When I learned of this letter, 
I telephoned Sarah. I apologized to her. I assured her that I was attempting to joke with 
her. I said that I had chosen a very poor form of communication, and I regretted saying 
the words. Sarah explained that she had heard how I did not ask Joan for forgiveness but 
had only apologized. She further stated it was for this reason that she had not approached 
me personally but instead had written a letter to the board chairman. 
 The focus of both of these situations was that Joan and Sarah were offended. 
Their reasoning (with which a few others agreed) was that, since they were hurt, I surely 
had sinned against them and should ask their forgiveness. The fact that they were 
offended was sufficient proof for them that I had indeed sinned. In their eyes and in the 
eyes of some others, I had established a pattern of only apologizing when someone felt 
hurt instead of acknowledging my sin and asking their forgiveness. 
 If semantics were the issue, then it would have been wise to have substituted 
please forgive me in place of I regret or I apologize. However, if acknowledging sin was 
the issue, what sin was I to acknowledge? Neither Joan nor Sarah had a specific sin in 
mind. 
 Perhaps, for the sake of unity, the wise pastor might have said, “I now understand 
that my actions caused you much pain. My actions were sinful and I hope you will find it 
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in your heart to forgive me.” However, is there any substantial difference in saying that, 
if one feels hurt, then indeed he or she has been sinned against, and saying that, if one 
feels good, then it is not sin? In other words, the standard for sin in both is reduced to 
how one feels. This sounds all too close to an Elvis Presley lyric: “Cause baby, if it feels 
so right how can it be wrong?”3 
 Christian apologist Ravi Zacharias tells a story in which a woman approached him 
during a break in a conference.
4
 She said that it felt like his lectures were producing 
blisters on her brain. In his response, he explained that if one is not used to using his 
hands and then picks up a rake and starts working in the yard, blisters will appear. 
Likewise, if one does not normally use her brain and then suddenly begins to use it, she 
will feel as though blisters are forming on the brain. At that moment, he and the woman 
realized the potential insult he had spoken. However, Zacharias continues and states that 
the woman graciously chose not to be offended. 
 One recognizes from this story that, while the woman was not offended, she 
might have chosen differently. Nevertheless, regardless of the decision she made, 
Zacharias‟ actions were the same. The woman‟s decision did not change what he had 
done. If his actions had been sinful, then they were sinful regardless of how she 
responded. Likewise, if they had not been sinful, then her response could not alter that 
fact either. The only other option is to set aside objective truth and accept a relativistic 
view of truth. 
                                                 
3
It Feels So Right, written by Fred Wise and Ben Weisman, date unknown. 
4
Ravi Zacharias, Deliver Us from Evil, DVD Curriculum (Norcross, GA: Ravi Zacharias 
International Ministries, 1997), Session 1. 
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 Now five to seven years removed from the interactions with Joan and Sarah, I 
wonder how I might have navigated those waters more skillfully. Did I fail to understand 
the depth of the hurt they felt? Perhaps I could have empathized better and used various 
synonyms and thus bridged a communication gap. Yet, at the same time, I am left 
wondering how felt offenses
5
 rather than objective standards governed the responses of 
many within that congregation. I wonder if the swift movement in the western world 
away from absolute truth to relative truth has not created a vacuum that is sucking 
objective standards out of the church and leaving in the wake self-erected standards based 
on our subjective emotional responses. 
 The association between someone‟s being offended and thinking the offender is 
responsible to fix the hurt is not new. One day, some Pharisees approached Jesus and 
inquired as to why His disciples did not wash their hands prior to eating, thereby, 
breaking the traditions of the elders. In response, Jesus called the Pharisees hypocrites. 
Later, the disciples came to Jesus and asked, “Do You know that the Pharisees were 
offended when they heard this statement?” (Matt 15:12).6 One can imagine that the 
disciples were concerned about this tension and thought Jesus should have taken the 
necessary steps to relieve that stress.
7
 However, Jesus basically said that it was not that 
                                                 
5
Felt offense within this paper refers to being offended when another person does not meet one‟s 
expectations, resulting in one‟s being displeased with that person. One feels offended, but this felt offense 
stands in contrast to sin, which is a failure to meet the expectations of God. A true offense is also a sin.  
6
Quotations from the English Bible are taken from the New American Standard Bible, 1995 
Updated edition unless otherwise stated. 
7Keener states, “Jesus‟ disciples are thus concerned that he has publicly shamed his influential 
interlocutors instead of reaching out to them.” Craig S. Keener, A Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew 
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1999), 413. 
  
14 
important. He responded, “Let them alone; they are blind guides of the blind. And if a 
blind man guides a blind man, both will fall into a pit” (Matt 15:14). 
 One should be careful in applying this verse. Just because Jesus spoke the truth in 
a way that others were offended does not grant us permission to offend. However, the 
fact that others were offended by Jesus surely indicates that felt offenses are not 
necessarily sin. Furthermore, “It is not possible for Christians to avoid all offenses.”8 
Surely the Christ follower should sincerely care about others, especially those who 
belong to the Savior, but the fact that one is offended is not a proof that sin has occurred. 
 The South Dakota ministry surfaced many deficiencies in my pastoral skills and 
knowledge. Two observations made me aware of my need to better understand the 
dynamics of forgiveness. First, joy is often diminished in the Christian life in association 
with reacting to the hurts of life. Second, when people feel pain, they often conclude that, 
since pain is present, someone has sinned and is responsible for their pain. 
  
The Corporate Context of Hurts within Heritage Bible Church 
 In 2001, a Tulsa, Oklahoma, congregation held a formal meeting to dismiss the 
pastor due to his perceived autocratic leadership style. The vote fell a percent or two 
below the required two-thirds. Following this close vote, several families joined together 
to plant a new church. Thus, Heritage Bible Church was established. The emerging 
congregation selected leaders and carefully considered philosophy of ministry, doctrinal 
                                                 
8
Craig Bloomberg, Matthew, vol. 22 of The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman, 
1992), 240. 
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stance, and polity for the new church. In 2003, they began a very deliberate and 
calculated search for a pastor. I became the pastor in April, 2004. 
 
An Identity Is Forged 
 During the initial trip as a pastoral candidate, a young woman asked me privately 
if I had any experience dealing with abuse. Questions of how to adequately minister to a 
woman who was being mistreated by an overly aggressive and selfish husband flooded 
my mind. I began to ask myself how I could show genuine compassion and, at the same 
time, discern if she was truly describing the plight of another or her own life. 
 A simple follow-up question took the conversation in an unexpected direction. 
Rachel was not saying her husband physically or even emotionally abused her. She was 
not even seeking advice to help a friend. She was asking if I was equipped to help an 
entire group of abused people. The group about which she was concerned was this new 
congregation. She was expressing her thoughts that the people who had joined together to 
form this church held more in common than many of them realized. She believed they 
were all victims of abuse flowing from the former pastor‟s domineering authority. Rachel 
felt that their devastating past was shaping the life of this new congregation.  
 Was it fair or even accurate to describe their past church experience as abusive? 
Was there any evidence the former pastor was abusive? Was it truly abuse or were there 
just differences? Nevertheless, Rachel‟s assessment was correct that the group‟s recent 
church experience was presently shaping them and was indeed impacting the emerging 
identity of the church. 
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Hurts That Linger 
 Several couples gathered at Bill and Ann‟s home to meet the new pastor of 
Heritage Bible Church. As the group munched on snacks, they voiced their dreams, 
hopes, and expectations for the new church. During the course of the evening, Corey and 
Alice surfaced a topic that obviously raised their stress level. Bill, apparently aware of the 
issue, stepped in quickly to redirect the conversation. Yet, within moments, Corey had 
returned to the issue that both frustrated and energized him.  
 The agitating issue was the hurtful actions of a former pastor. Even though the 
incident had occurred many years earlier and in a different location, it had never been 
resolved in a manner that satisfied Corey and Alice. Thus, not only did they continue to 
harbor bitterness toward the former pastor, but they did not feel safe with pastors, church 
leaders, or churches in general. 
 
Ascending the Summit of Forgiveness? 
 In the Introduction, three models of forgiveness observed in popular books were 
introduced. Model One has built-in motivation as it encourages releasing the bitterness in 
one‟s own heart. With this model of forgiveness, the congregation would emerge free 
from bitterness, resentment, and feelings of betrayal.
9
 This forgiveness would not require 
any exploration of what had actually occurred. It would not require identifying the sin 
that had incurred the debt. All that would be necessary is to recognize that one is 
entrapped by bitterness and needs to be set free. This approach is so very appealing. 
                                                 
9
A representative work of focusing on assisting the hurting to find release from negative emotions 
is Grace H. Ketterman and David Hazard, When You Can't Say “I Forgive You” (Colorado Springs: 
NavPress, 2000), 17-18. 
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 Model Two has a natural appeal to a Bible-teaching Evangelical church, such as 
Heritage Bible. It focuses on what the Bible says. It unwraps the directives of Scripture to 
forgive.
10
 It is a command, a matter of obedience. God says to forgive, and forgiving is a 
releasing of a debt. The debtor is released from his debt, and it is finished. The work of 
the forgiver is over, and she will be very careful not to put herself in a position to be 
harmed again. This version of forgiveness might not be as appealing as the above view, 
but it is simple and does not call for any serious life changes on the part of the forgiver. 
 The focus of Model Three is not on self or obedience, but on love. The goal may 
simply be stated: restore the relationship.
11
 Within this goal, there is much more openness 
to explore what caused the disturbance in the first place. Here one may find that 
differences, hurt feelings, and painful circumstances may not be the result of sin. Thus, 
forgiveness is not necessary because no debt occurred. Yet, if sin has created a debt, the 
goal is not just to forgive and move on, but also to restore the relationship as much as 
possible to its former state. 
 Will one of these three models lead the congregation of Heritage Bible Church to 
the summit of forgiveness? This author does not believe Model One is capable. While 
Models Two and Three traverse most of Mt. Forgiveness, neither has a clear path all the 
way to the summit. This author believes his attached redemptive model is the best choice.
                                                 
10
An example of emphasizing what the Bible teaches is Gary Inrig, Forgiveness (Grand Rapids: 
Discovery House Publishers, 2005), 100. 
11
An author who emphasizes restoration is Glen H. Stassen, Living the Sermon on the Mount (San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2006), 163-164. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 THE THREE POPULAR MODELS OF FORGIVENESS – PART 1 
 
 Popular contemporary Christian books addressing the topic of forgiveness can 
generally be divided into three models. The four key terms in the previous statement are 
popular, contemporary, Christian, and general. First, popular refers to books that are 
written for a general audience and are non-academic in nature in that they seldom interact 
with other writers on the topic.
1
 Second, contemporary identifies the books as modern, 
not historical.
2
 Third, Christian refers to the intended audience, the publisher, the 
inclusion of Christian terms, and references to the Bible. Fourth, general sets the 
boundary of the statement recognizing there are books that are not easily placed in one of 
the three models. An example of such a book is Miroslav Volf‟s book, Free of Charge: 
Giving and Forgiving in a Culture Stripped of Grace. Nevertheless, as a general rule, 
popular Christian books align with one of the following three models. 
 
                                                 
1
Examples of a Christian academic style are: David W. Augsburger, Helping People Forgive 
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996) and Miroslav Volf, Exclusion and Embrace: A 
Theological Exploration of Identity, Otherness, and Reconciliation (Nashville: Abingdon, 1996). Examples 
of a philosophical academic style are: Joram Graf Haber, Forgiveness (Lanham, MD: Rowman & 
Littlefield Publishers, Inc, 1991) and Jeffrie G. Murphy and Jean Hampton, Forgiveness and Mercy (New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1988). 
2
David Augsburger‟s Seventy Times Seven was published in 1970. Smedes‟s Forgive and Forget 
was originally published in 1982. The vast majority of popular books cited in this study have been 
published since 1990. David W. Augsburger, Seventy Times Seven: The Freedom of Forgiveness (Chicago: 
Moody Press, 1970) and Lewis B. Smedes, Forgive and Forget: Healing the Hurts We Don't Deserve (San 
Francisco: HarperCollins, 1996). 
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The Three Models 
  Model One may be described as forgiving in order to obtain personal release 
from negative emotions. Model Two may be described as forgiving by releasing the 
offender from his debt as an act of obedience to the mandates of Scripture. Model Three 
may be described as forgiving with the view toward restoring a broken relationship.  
 These three models are respectively titled in this paper as therapeutic forgiveness, 
judicial forgiveness, and restorative forgiveness.
3
 The titles reflect the driving motivation 
of each respective approach to forgiveness. This chapter will focus on therapeutic 
forgiveness, and chapter 3 will concentrate on the judicial and restorative models.  
 
Model One – Therapeutic Forgiveness 
 Any unfair or hurtful event can surely impart emotional pain. If resentment and 
bitterness take root, the emotional pain can build to a substantial level. Such pain may 
well be a primary motivator prompting one to forgive, especially when forgiveness is 
understood as a means of breaking free from the hold of unwanted emotions.  
 Model One is identified by the adjective “therapeutic”4 and the descriptive phrase 
“forgive to escape negative emotions,” which indicates the motivation. While all three 
models of forgiveness recognize a lack of forgiveness is often accompanied by bitterness 
and anger, finding release from destructive emotions is at the heart of this model. 
                                                 
3
Shults and Sandage speak of therapeutic forgiveness, forensic forgiveness, and redemptive 
forgiveness. F. LeRon Shults and Steven J. Sandage, The Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeness 
and Salvation (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 20-25. 
4
As used here therapeutic refers to methods to treat disorders. For Roberts, Shults, and Sandage, 
therapeutic is the term of choice to identify views presented in this model. See Robert C. Roberts, Taking 
the Word to Heart: Self and Other in an Age of Therapies (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1993), 
189; Shults and Sandage, The Faces of Forgiveness, 20-25. 
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An Overview 
 It has been said that forgiving is one of the greatest challenges for people.
5
 Co-
authors Ketterman and Hazard state that when well-meaning people say, “Just forgive,” 
they do not grasp the depth of Jesus‟ teachings nor the “deep-heart process,” which is 
both challenging and freeing.
6
 They go on to state: 
If you are like many people we know, you may want to be free of past offenses, 
but you still carry bitter memories of, or hard feelings toward, those who have 
wronged you. No one seems immune from this urge to carry offenses long after 
they‟ve been committed, not the newest saint or the oldest. . . . Moreover, you can 
find freedom from the past, and peace that comes from God, by learning how to 
really forgive from the heart.
7
 
 
 Ketterman and Hazard focus on the pain people experience due to past events. 
They speak of a range of emotions, which they say might be compared to the enormous 
span of the Himalayas. “Massive hurt, bitter disappointment. Betrayal. Unspeakable 
sadness. Painful rejection at another‟s indifference to us.”8 
 The co-authors state: 
 Because there is no end of grief that comes to us, forgiveness is not just a 
“good idea” or “a nice Christian thing to do.” It‟s an essential of life. If we follow 
the path of forgiveness that Jesus taught, there can be a definite end to the harm 
that comes from the painful events of our past. We can stop the past from robbing 
our future.
9
 
 
                                                 
5
Ketterman and Hazard, When You Can't Say “I Forgive You,” 13. 
6
Ibid. 
7
Ibid., 13-14, emphasis in original. 
8
Ibid., 16. 
9
Ibid., 25-26, emphasis in original. 
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 Stephen Arterburn encourages the reader to come back to his chapter on 
forgiveness if the reader is ever hurt deeply and “use it to walk out of the anger, 
bitterness, and resentment.”10 Arterburn says, “The reason for forgiveness is not to let the 
other person off the hook; it is to get unhooked.” He also states, “Give him or her 
forgiveness from your heart so your heart can be free.”11 Then he writes, “Let that person 
go with forgiveness, and you free yourself to live a life of healing and hope.”12 Speaking 
of those injured by an offense, R. T. Kendall writes, “Total forgiveness is the only way 
they will ever find freedom and release from the offense.”13 
 Lewis Smedes identifies hurts calling for forgiveness using a three-fold test: “It is 
always personal, unfair, and deep.”14 He then states, “When you feel this kind of three-
dimensional pain, you have a wound that can be healed only by forgiving the one who 
wounded you.”15 So forgiving is an act of self-healing. It is a journey to discovering 
health.
16
 Again, Smedes writes, “We claim our rightful inheritance when we forgive 
people who hurt us unfairly, even if their intentions were pure.”17 
                                                 
10
Stephen M. Arterburn, Healing Is a Choice: Ten Decisions That Will Transform Your Life and 
Ten Lies That Can Prevent You from Making Them (Nashville: Nelson Books, 2005), 120. 
11
Ibid., 131. 
12
Ibid., 133. 
13
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 2. 
14
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 5, emphasis in original. 
15
Ibid. 
16
Henry T. Close, Becoming a Forgiving Person: A Personal Perspective (Binghamton, NY: The 
Haworth Pastoral Press, 2004), 7. 
17
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 13. 
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 While it surely does not hold true for all, quite often those authors who encourage 
forgiving as the means to finding freedom from negative emotions are sharing, in part, 
their own personal journey to forgive and find healing. Kendall and Close clearly identify 
their own personal struggles with inner negative emotions.
18
 Ketterman writes amazingly 
objectively about forgiving her husband out of love and then makes a major shift when 
she encourages those struggling with hurt to forgive as the path to personal freedom.
19
 
 
The Definition of Forgiveness 
 The model under review acknowledges that the word forgive means to release.
20
 
Within this model, most often forgiveness is portrayed as a freeing of the one offended. 
The injured person is viewed as burdened down with emotional pain or even imprisoned 
by negative emotions. When forgiveness is viewed as therapy, forgiving is a means by 
which the injured releases herself from destructive emotions such as anger and bitterness 
that have plagued her since the hurt occurred. 
 David Stoop defines forgiveness as “a gift we give ourselves and others.”21 He 
states, “We give up the right to revenge, to perfection, to justice and instead we give forth 
to ourselves – or to the other person – freedom from the past and an openness toward the 
future.”22 Lewis Smedes writes of forgiveness as that which releases the offender “within 
                                                 
18
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, xx; Close, Becoming a Forgiving Person, 5. 
19
Ketterman and Hazard, When You Can‟t Say “I Forgive You,” 97 and cf. 13. 
20
Cf. Hayford, The Key to Everything, 29 and Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 69. 
21
David Stoop, Forgiving the Unforgivable (Ventura, CA: Regal Books, 2001), 20. 
22
Ibid., emphasis in original. 
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our memory of the wrong,” and “a new vision and a new feeling that is given to the 
person who forgives.”23 
 According to Ketterman and Hazard, forgiveness is a “freeing within.”24 They 
view it as much more than a nice Christian action. It is an essential in life because it 
brings to an end the harm oozing from the painful past.
25
 Arterburn equates forgiving 
with freeing oneself.
26
 Kendall links forgiveness with releasing bitterness in one‟s heart.27 
 
The Definition of Offense 
 Smedes writes, “The unfairness of the hurt often lies in the experience of the 
victim, not in the intention of the one who causes it.”28 Smedes acknowledges there is not 
a precise measure of unfairness and that it is a bruise felt in one‟s heart that separates him 
from the offender.
29
 The gauge indicating that the unfairness is serious, according to 
Smedes, is something one learns to feel. He writes, “How do you know when forgettable 
misdemeanors become insufferable felonies that need forgiveness? You can tell for sure 
only when you are on the scene. You cannot draw lines for others; you need to feel the 
difference for yourself.”30 
                                                 
23
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 28, emphasis in original. 
24
Ketterman and Hazard, When You Can‟t Say “I Forgive You,” 17. 
25
Ibid., 25-26. 
26
Arterburn, Healing is a Choice, 128 and 131. 
27
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 8. 
28
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 12. 
29
Ibid., 13. 
30
Ibid., 19. 
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 Smedes states that forgiveness is for the “bad things” that people do to us.31 Yet, 
he writes of forgiving parents who were “ordinary people with ordinary flaws.”32 He 
speaks of his adopted daughter who struggled to forgive the invisible birth mother who 
gave her away. “Finally, she came to believe that God forgave her invisible mother, for 
whatever wrong she did.”33 We might ask, “What wrong did she do?” The apparent 
answer is that the mother created a painful memory for her daughter. 
 Kendall often speaks specifically about sins, but at times he demonstrates a very 
broad view of what constitutes an offense. He writes about people who did not intend to 
hurt but whose actions, nevertheless, did cause hurt. “In these cases, the offense is not an 
outright sin you must forgive, but you are hurt nonetheless.”34 Yet, later in his book he 
speaks of forgiving an old friend who refused to write a commendation for his book. 
Kendall speaks of this as hurt and says, “I had to forgive him.”35 Similarly, he mentions 
forgiving those who distanced themselves from him due to the fact he did not echo their 
party line.
36
 What ties the two Kendall stories together is the hurt Kendall felt. He felt 
rejection when his friend did not find enough agreement with his new book to write an 
endorsement. He also felt rejected when a group of friends were somewhat distant after 
                                                 
31
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 45. 
32
Ibid., 54. 
33
Ibid., 59. 
34
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 76. 
35
Ibid., 154. 
36
Ibid. 
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he did not support positions they held. The offensive actions of others are not what are in 
common in these two accounts. The thread connecting the stories is Kendall‟s felt hurt. 
 What places an offense in a category that requires forgiveness? Within the 
therapeutic model, it is when the pain is felt deeply. Often it is not the offender‟s action 
but the experience of the offended that is critical. Nevertheless, Kendall states, 
What sin is it that we must forgive? Any sin that has been committed against 
us. . . . We must leave to God how guilty our offenders are before Him. We may 
not know whether what they did was deliberate – we can only know for certain 
that we were hurt. . . . I have had to forgive my dad for his imperfections. Perhaps 
you have had to forgive that unfair schoolteacher, that incompetent boss. 
Moreover, you must also forgive a fellow Christian who has been insensitive.
37
 
 
The reader must assume that the father‟s imperfections, the unfair schoolteacher, and the 
fellow Christian‟s insensitive actions are either failures to live up to the divine standard 
or are failures to meet another‟s subjective expectations. As L. Gregory Jones observes, 
“Such a shallow, therapeutic conception is a long way from an appropriately Christian 
understanding of sin and forgiveness.”38 While evaluating the therapeutic position, Jones 
writes, “Underlying Smedes‟s internalization and privatization of forgiveness is its 
preoccupation with individual feelings and thoughts at the expense of analyses of 
culpability, responsibility, and repentance.”39 As Jones notes, this amounts to trivializing 
sin.
40
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Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 78. 
38
Jones, Embodying Forgiveness, 52. 
39
Ibid., 50. 
40
Ibid., 51. 
  
26 
The Focus 
 The primary focus of the therapeutic model is inward, which places self as the 
target of forgiveness. While one forgives another, forgiveness benefits self more than the 
other person. It is not necessary for the offender to even know that the offended forgave 
him because forgiveness is about the offended finding his own freedom. According to the 
therapeutic model, forgiveness means to heal oneself from damaging emotions. Co-
authors Ketterman and Hazard equate forgiveness with finding freedom “from the painful 
events of our past.”41 Arterburn equates forgiveness with self-healing. One forgives so 
that he can have a free heart and “a life of healing and hope.”42  
There may be times when the believer should seek emotional or mental healing. 
However, viewing forgiveness as therapy raises two questions. First, is biblical 
forgiveness truly a means of self-healing? Second, should the primary motivation for 
granting forgiveness be to obtain personal release? These questions are considered more 
fully in chapter five; however, the short answer for both questions is no.
43
 
 
The Scope of Reconciliation 
 Therapeutic forgiveness views reconciliation as desirable but, in reality, gives it 
very little attention. Forgiveness and reconciliation are only loosely connected. 
Forgiveness is about me while reconciliation is about us. Therefore, reconciliation is 
desirable but not essential to forgiveness.  
                                                 
41
Ketterman and Hazard, When You Can‟t Say “I Forgive You,” 25-26. 
42
Arterburn, Healing Is a Choice, 131 and 133. 
43
Volf writes, “Emotional healing is a good thing and there are many paths that may lead to it, but 
emotional healing is not the main purpose of forgiveness.” Volf, Free of Charge, 169. 
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 This observation is illustrated by Kendall when he writes, “Totally forgiving 
someone doesn‟t mean we will want to spend our vacation with them.”44 However, if two 
vacationed together prior to the fracture of the relationship, heart-felt forgiveness surely 
(in most normal situations) opens the door to future vacations together. Vacationing 
together has never been the goal of forgiveness, but regaining a brother is the goal (cf. 
Matt 18:15). The therapeutic model all too often settles for releasing self from bitterness 
rather than healing a fractured relationship.  
 
The Concept of Forgiving Self and God 
 Authors embracing the therapeutic model often write of the appropriateness and 
need to forgive oneself and God. Concerning forgiving self, the idea is consistent with the 
working definition of therapeutic forgiveness. Forgiving sets self free. Each of us has 
made mistakes that often haunt us. Since one is often imprisoned by such past mistakes, 
freedom can be found by forgiving self. While forgiving self is consistent with 
therapeutic forgiveness, it does not align with the Bible, which maintains that we do not 
have the resources or ability to pay off our own debts. 
 Concerning forgiving God, the view is consistent with the therapeutic model, 
which encourages forgiving someone who is not culpable. If forgiving is the appropriate 
action when one perceives an act to be unfair, then it is reasonable to forgive God. If 
forgiving is the appropriate action only when one is culpable for an event, then forgiving 
God can only be reasonable if He sinned. Both Smedes and Kendall write of the 
reasonableness of forgiving God. Smedes states, 
                                                 
44
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 8. 
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We should not smother the primal screams of those who feel as if God has left 
them dangling in the winds of pain. Would it bother God too much if we found 
our peace by forgiving him for the wrongs we suffer? What if we found a way to 
forgive him without blaming him? A special sort of forgiving for a special sort of 
relationship. Would he mind?
45
 
 
 Kendall writes, “Any bitterness toward God grieves the Holy Spirit. We therefore must 
forgive Him – though He is not guilty – for allowing evil to touch our lives.”46 Forgiving 
God when He is not at fault makes sense only if forgiving is viewed as the means of 
freeing self from bitterness, disappointment, and hurt. 
 
Observation 
 Kendall issues a caution concerning telling the person you forgive, “I forgive 
you.” His reason is that, unless the person is longing for your forgiveness, you will only 
create a new conflict. The person you have forgiven will likely ask, “For what?” In 
response to this, Kendall states, “It is my experience that nine out of ten people I have 
had to forgive sincerely do not feel they have done anything wrong. It is up to me to 
forgive them from my heart – and then keep quiet about it.”47 Do 90 percent feel they 
have done nothing wrong because they have not crossed any boundaries established by 
God? Or are they just oblivious to their sinful ways?  
Obviously, this writer cannot answer these questions with regard to all of 
Kendall‟s personal experiences of granting forgiveness. However, as cited earlier, on one 
page Kendall writes of two occasions when he was hurt by the actions of friends and his 
                                                 
45
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 83. 
46
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 33. 
47
Ibid., 65, emphasis in original. 
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subsequent acts of forgiving. If these hurts are synonymous with sin, Kendall surely hid 
the sinful actions as he penned the stories. His retelling of the events does not point to a 
failure of his friends to live up to the expectations of God, but rather their failure to meet 
Kendall‟s expectations. Thus, he has the need to forgive them for displeasing him.48 
 Under the therapeutic model, the offended is not required to objectively judge the 
offender as blameworthy, but rather only have an experience of pain that is attributed to 
the offender as unfair.
49
 Robert C. Roberts, presently Professor of Psychology and 
Philosophy at Baylor University, critically evaluates Smedes‟s views. He states: 
 Smedes tells us that in deciding whether forgiveness is appropriate we need to 
“see the difference between feeling the pain that comes from our vulnerability and 
the pain that comes from being the butt of an unfair attack” (p. 9). Again, the 
statement is teasingly ambiguous. He seems to be saying it‟s important to 
recognize a genuinely “unfair attack.” But then the discrimination he prescribes is 
one between kinds of feelings of pain. But surely, if we want to know whether a 
person is blameworthy, we do not assess the feelings that person has caused us. 
We would do this, however, if we were trying to decide whether to perform an act 
of therapeutic forgiveness. 
 The unfairness of hurt is one of the things that makes it an appropriate 
occasion for forgiving, says Smedes. But unfairness, as he understands it, does not 
require blameworthiness.
50
 
 
According to Kendall, one‟s feelings of anger are a standard for judging when 
forgiveness is needed. He states, “We must forgive anyone for whom we feel anger 
because it is we, not they, who are in need of healing.”51
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Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 154. 
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See Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 9 and 12.  
50Robert C. Roberts, “Therapies and the Grammar of a Virtue,” 157, in The Grammar of the 
Heart: New Essays in Moral Philosophy and Theology, ed. Richard H. Bell (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 
1988), emphasis in original. 
51
Kendall, Total Forgiveness, 153. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 THE THREE POPULAR MODELS OF FORGIVENESS – PART 2 
 
 The previous chapter focused on the first of the three popular models of 
forgiveness. In this chapter, the judicial and restorative models of forgiveness will be 
presented. These two models share common views of offenses and forgiving self and 
God. It is the definition of forgiveness that separates the two models. The judicial model 
emphasizes the action of granting release, whereas, the restorative model emphasizes 
necessary results. 
 
Model Two – Judicial Forgiveness 
 Model Two is identified by the descriptive phrase “forgive to obey God,” which 
indicates its major motivation. It is also identified by the adjective “judicial.”1 While all 
Christian models of forgiveness highlight biblical directives to forgive, obedience is at 
the very heart of this model. 
 
An Overview 
 The New Testament clearly contains directives for human-to-human forgiveness. 
Imperatives are used in Mark 11:25 and Luke 17:3, which convey the explicit commands 
to forgive. Participles carrying the force of imperatives are used in Ephesians 4:32 and 
                                                 
1Judicial, as used here, focuses on the lexical usage of “the administration of justice” as a term to 
identify those who approach forgiveness with a focus on obedience to God‟s commands. 
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Colossians 3:13.
2
 In several other passages the conditional aspects of the verse clearly 
point to directives (Matt 6:12-15 and 18:21-35). 
 Dave Burchett writes, “The Bible is very clear about my responsibility to forgive. 
Forgiveness is a constant and, quite frankly, irritating theme of the New Testament. . . . 
We are commanded to forgive as we have been forgiven. Straight up. No excuses.”3 Neil 
Anderson writes of three reasons to forgive, the first being that “forgiveness is required 
by God.”4 William Hines sees forgiveness as doing the right thing.5 Jay Adams views 
forgiveness as moving toward God through obedience and duty.
6
 Gary Inrig says, “Such 
forgiveness is not an option but an obligation, a choice to obey God by an act of the 
will.”7 Charles Stanley states that forgiveness is an act of the will.8 John MacArthur 
concludes, “Forgiveness is a simple matter of obedience.”9 John Nieder and Thomas 
Thompson state, “For the Christian, forgiving someone is a sacred act done before God in 
response to His forgiveness of us and His command to forgive others.”10 
                                                 
2
Moulton demonstrates that commands are conveyed by participles. James Hope Moulton, A 
Grammar of the New Testament 3
rd
 ed. (New York: Charles Scribner‟s Sons, 1908), 1:176 and 180. 
3
Dave Burchett, Bring „Em Back Alive (Colorado Springs: WaterBrook Press, 2004), 175-176. 
4
Neil T. Anderson, Victory over the Darkness: Realizing the Power of Your Identity in Christ 
(Ventura, CA: Regal Books, 1990), 201. 
5
William Hines, Leaving Yesterday Behind: A Victim No More (Great Britain: Christian Focus, 
1997), 110.  
6
Jay E. Adams, From Forgiven to Forgiving (Amityville, NY: Calvary Press, 1994), 24 and 93. 
7
Inrig, Forgiveness, 103. 
8
Charles Stanley, Forgiveness (Nashville: Oliver-Nelson Books, 1987), 132, and 196. 
9
John MacArthur, The Freedom and Power of Forgiveness (Wheaton: Crossway Books, 1998), 
177. 
10
Nieder and Thompson, Forgive and Love Again, 79. 
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The Definition of Forgiveness 
“Forgiveness,” according to Anderson, “means resolving to live with the 
consequences of another person‟s sin.”11 The reality of the situation is that one has no 
choice but to live with the consequences of another person‟s actions. The difference is, 
according to Anderson, that you can decide not to hold the offense against the offender or 
you can choose to live with the bitterness.
12
 Forgiveness, according to Hines, means “that 
we have to live in such a way as to no longer be burdened with that person‟s 
infraction.”13 According to Nieder and Thompson, “Forgiveness is the heartfelt decision 
to release the person who hurt you from the obligation incurred when you were 
mistreated.”14 Elsewhere they write, “When we truly forgive we cancel an offender‟s debt 
and release him from any obligation to repay us.”15 MacArthur also focuses on this aspect 
of willful decision. “Forgiveness is a voluntary, rational decision to set the offense aside 
and desire only the best for the offender.”16 
Stanley focuses on the action. Forgiveness is “the act of setting someone free 
from an obligation to you that is a result of a wrong done against you.”17 Inrig places 
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Ibid., 203. 
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partial focus on the giving of a heart-felt gift extended “to others in the name of Christ.”18 
Yet in the end, Inrig favors decision. “Forgiveness is ultimately an act of the will, not a 
stirring of the emotions”19 
 Adams and Inrig write of forgiveness as a promise.
20
 Saying “I forgive you” is a 
promise according to Inrig. “When I speak those words, I declare that the issue between 
us is dead and buried. I‟m saying, I will not rehearse it, review it, or renew it. When it 
comes to my mind, I will take it to the Lord and to the foot of the cross, not to you.”21 
Adams says that the three words, “I forgive you,” constitute a three-fold promise: “You 
promise not to remember his sin by not bringing it up to him, to others, or to yourself.”22 
Even though he does not use the word promise, MacArthur understands forgiveness in a 
similar way. He writes, “In effect, the person who chooses to forgive resolves not to 
remember the offense, refuses to hold a grudge, relinquishes any claim on recompense, 
and resists the temptation to brood or retaliate.”23 
 A few of the authors identified with the judicial model appear to walk back and 
forth across the verbal divide which separates the judicial from the therapeutic model. For 
example, Stanley, in the conclusion of his book, Forgiveness, writes that forgiveness “is 
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liberating because we are freed from the heavy load of guilt. . . . You have within you the 
power to forgive, to be healed, and to be set free to live your life to the fullest.”24  
 
The Definition of Offense 
 Within the judicial model, the offense that calls for human-to-human forgiveness 
is most often defined as sin. However, there are some writers classified under judicial 
forgiveness within this paper who vacillate between identifying offenses as sins and the 
broader concept of hurts. 
 
Sin as an Offense 
Judicial forgiveness and restorative forgiveness are in agreement here as they both 
associate forgiveness with sin. Forgiveness applies to relationships that have been 
damaged by the transgression of God‟s absolute standards. Simply failing to meet the 
expectations of a friend or displeasing a neighbor is not an offense calling for 
forgiveness. An offense is a synonym for sin. 
 Hines writes, “God calls me to have a heart of forgiveness towards anyone who 
sins against me. Notice I said „who sins.‟ I am not talking about people who annoy us. If 
we are offended because of our preferences being stepped on that is not something for 
which we need to forgive.”25 Inrig, emphasizing the same point, writes, “Forgiveness 
operates in the realm of sin, when there is a violation of God‟s standards of behavior in 
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my relation with another.”26 He goes on to say, “Forgiveness does not involve excusing 
an act. If it can be excused, it needs to be understood, not forgiven. Forgiveness is about 
the inexcusable.”27  
 
Hurt as an Offense 
 Nieder and Thompson, however, embrace a broader concept of offense. They 
speak of the one who “hurts us.” They also speak of hurtful actions committed by those 
who are unaware and those who do it intentionally. They illustrate when one should 
forgive by moving through a list of examples. They describe a husband who fails to kiss 
his wife goodbye, a driver who cuts off another driver in rush hour traffic, and someone 
who takes another‟s designated parking space. They speak of the husband who leaves his 
clothes draped over the bed rail and the wife who fails to record a check in the 
checkbook. While all of these might be construed in such a way that each one was a sin, 
the co-authors simply present them as minor offenses that fill one‟s day with various 
opportunities to practice forgiveness.
28
 In Anderson‟s one chapter on forgiveness, he 
speaks of emotional wounds, being offended, and hurts.
29
 
 Stanley says that forgiveness consists of three components: an injury, the resulting 
debt, and the cancellation of the debt. Primarily, these injuries are sins within Stanley‟s 
book. However, at times, he also includes a very broad view of injury. He writes of a 
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time when he asked his two adult children if they harbored any resentful feelings toward 
him. After each child spoke of a hurtful event in their lives, Stanley asked them to forgive 
him. He says that he had “hurt” them without knowing. The injury to which his son 
referred occurred when, at thirteen years of age, he repeatedly practiced one particular 
section of a song with his musical instrument. Responding to the repetitive melody, 
Stanley asked, “Is that all you know?” His daughter‟s injury occurred when, at the age of 
five, she was placed in her room and not allowed to come out. She recalled crying and 
crying but not being allowed to come out of her room.
30
 
Asking your adult children to forgive you for events they associate with their 
present bitterness may be a very good parental technique, but were Stanley‟s actions 
wrong? Had he sinned against his children? He does not paint a picture that would lead 
the reader to deduce he had sinned. However, he does demonstrate that for him, 
sometimes, someone‟s experience of pain is the determining factor in another being liable 
for the hurt, thus calling for forgiveness. 
 
The Focus 
 The primary focus of the judicial model is upward, which puts God at the center 
of the what and why of forgiveness. The what of forgiveness is releasing another from the 
debt he incurred when he sinned. The why of forgiveness is gratitude. One forgives 
because he was forgiven. One gives grace because she received grace. 
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 Judicial forgiveness is about obeying God, doing the right thing, and fulfilling 
one‟s duty. It “is a simple matter of obedience.”31 It is a decision to release another from 
a debt. Nieder and Thompson state, “Forgiveness is the heartfelt decision to release the 
person who hurt you from the obligation incurred when you were mistreated.”32 It is 
ultimately an act of the will by which one voluntarily makes a rational decision to set the 
offense aside and release the debtor.
33
  
 
The Scope of Reconciliation and the Concept of Forgiving God 
 Judicial forgiveness views reconciliation as the ultimate goal theoretically, but not 
practically. Forgiving is the action of one person when he sets another free. 
Reconciliation requires the action of two people. One can forgive by oneself, but 
reconciliation depends on the response of the other person. When one forgives, he opens 
a door and waits for the offender to walk through it. Reconciliation is important; 
however, it is not essential to the act of forgiving. When a person forgives, she has 
fulfilled her obligation according to the judicial model. 
 Authors embracing both the judicial and restorative models normally reject the 
concepts of forgiving oneself and God on the basis that this position is unbiblical. 
Augsburger states that the concept of forgiving oneself is grounded in psychology, not 
theology.
34
 Forgiving God and oneself are not considered to be truly meaningful concepts 
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since the word forgive means to release another from a debt incurred when he sinned 
against you. The only reason one would need to forgive God is if He sinned.  
 
Model Three – Restorative Forgiveness 
 As we have seen, the focus of Model One (therapeutic forgiveness) is inward and 
the focus of Model Two (judicial forgiveness) is upward. Model Three places the focus 
of forgiveness in yet another direction  outward. When one forgives, she moves toward 
the other person. While not dismissing the outcome of negative emotions arising from 
unforgiveness, or a failure to recognize the importance of obeying God‟s directives, 
Model Three emphasizes the ultimate goal of reconciliation. 
 Model Three is identified by the descriptive phrase “forgive to move toward 
restoring a relationship,” which indicates the motivation. It is also identified by the 
adjective “restorative.”35 While all Christian models of forgiveness may acknowledge 
that the ultimate goal in forgiving is reconciliation, restoration is truly at the heart of this 
model. 
 
An Overview 
 Essentially, this model places a very high value on reconciliation actually being 
accomplished. It is not satisfied with simply stating that the ultimate goal is reconciliation 
and then handing it off to the forgiven to make it happen. For author David Augsburger, 
the goal of forgiveness is restored relationships. He states, “In forgiveness we go to the 
sister; we seek out the brother; we rediscover each other. That is the goal of 
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forgiveness. . . . Forgiveness is not finally complete until the severed friendship is 
mended.”36 While the restorative model is certainly about obeying God and granting 
release to another, these ingredients are viewed as necessary actions on the path to 
forgiveness. Repairing a damaged relationship is the ultimate objective. According to 
Augsburger, forgiveness is “a two-way mutual interaction of resolving differences and 
recreating relationships between persons of equal worth.”37 
Setting one‟s goal to mend the broken relationship involves much more risk than 
forgiving to feel better or forgiving to please God. Within restorative forgiveness, 
“Forgiving is risking a return to conversation and a resumption of relationship.”38 While 
some may be content to view human-to-human forgiveness as a path to better personal 
health or as a spiritual journey of obedience, restorative forgiveness views forgiveness as 
a bridge to the estranged neighbor. Augsburger pictures forgiveness as an “interpersonal 
bridge that reconnects alienated sisters and brothers, friends, and enemies.”39 It is about 
maintaining mutual relationships and rebuilding damaged ones. 
 
The Definition of Forgiveness 
 David Augsburger defines forgiveness as “the regaining of a sister or brother.”40 
Restoring the relationship is critical within the restorative model of forgiveness. Anything 
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less is not truly forgiveness. Augsburger writes, “Reconciliation is the goal of genuine 
forgiveness.”41  
 In addition, Augsburger clearly includes repentance as an integral component of 
forgiveness and adds it to the definition. “Authentic forgiveness is the mutual recognition 
that repentance is genuine and right relationships are achieved.”42 He also writes, 
“Repentance is the central task of forgiving and being forgiven. Where there is no 
repentance, there is no true forgiveness.”43 
 
The Scope of Reconciliation 
 Augsburger places a strong emphasis on the restored relationship. Interacting with 
Matthew 5:23-24 and Luke 17:3, which both direct the disciple to go to the offending 
party, he states that they do not speak of a desirable consequence of forgiveness, but of 
“the central and unavoidable process.”44 “We are not engaged in the process of forgiving 
and being forgiven until we seek to take whatever steps are possible toward attempting to 
restore, reconstruct, and rediscover a relationship.”45 At this point it might be argued that 
both the therapeutic and judicial models would agree with this statement. While they 
might agree, one would be hard pressed to find such an agreement in print. It is the little 
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word “until” that creates the significant separation in views. Augsburger‟s view is that 
unless and until one seeks restoration, she has not truly entered the forgiveness process. 
 One could argue that both the therapeutic and judicial models state the ultimate 
goal to be reconciliation. Here it is not so much that the bottom line statement is different, 
but rather that the attitude about restoration is vastly different. Regarding necessary steps 
for reconciliation, Augsburger writes, 
Such steps may be limited by the other‟s death, distance, emotional cutoff, refusal 
to converse, or disappearance from the community. But seeking forgiveness is not 
an optional goal. It is the central task, and when it is not possible we grieve, feel 
the loss, experience the failure of the relationship, talk about it with a surrogate, 
and search our own hearts to offer our deep willingness to reach out for 
reconciliation.
46
 
 
 Even though Volf‟s book, Free of Charge, does not devote a large number of pages to the 
specifics of reconciliation, it is clear that his concept of forgiveness has a goal that is 
beyond simply the release of another. Concerning divine forgiveness, he states, 
“Forgiveness is one important element in the restoration of communion between God and 
humanity.”47 For Volf, forgiveness is not the ultimate goal but a crucial step in the larger 
process that moves one toward the final goal of “the embrace of former enemies in a 
community of love.”48 The importance of reconciliation, or embrace as Volf prefers, is 
unmistakable in these words: “There can be no embrace of the former enemy without 
forgiveness, and forgiveness should lead beyond itself to embrace.”49
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CHAPTER 4 
THE BIBLICAL FOUNDATIONS OF FORGIVENESS 
 
 In the Old Testament, one discovers man‟s need for forgiveness, God‟s character 
that provides forgiveness, and picturesque images of forgiveness. In the New Testament, 
one sees the clear call for human-to-human forgiveness. Such forgiveness is grounded in 
the believer‟s gratitude for the gift of divine forgiveness, the example of Christ‟s 
forgiveness, and the empowerment of the Holy Spirit to do as God directs. 
 
Old Testament Foundations 
Adam and Eve walked in the Garden of Eden in unhindered relationship with 
God. Human sin was only a possibility, not a reality (Gen 2:17). However, once Adam 
and Eve ate the forbidden fruit, human sin became a reality (Gen 3:6). This original sin 
impacted the entire human race as the writer of Genesis demonstrates. Cain murdered his 
brother (Gen 4) and death invaded each generation from Adam to Noah (Gen 5). Three 
descriptive words demonstrate the impact of Adam and Eve‟s disobedience (Exod 34:7). 
They are sin, transgression, and iniquity. This trio of words point to the need for 
forgiveness.
1
 Sin basically means to miss the mark or to miss the way.
2
 Transgression is a 
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breach of relationship between two parties.
3
 The root meaning of iniquity is to twist or 
bend and thus to distort.
4
 The relationship between each and every individual and God 
has been fractured, distorted, and is off course due to human sin.
5
 
 In contrast to mankind‟s fallen status stands the character of God. Shults and 
Sandage state: 
Many biblical scholars consider [Exodus 34:6-7] to be the most important 
statement of forgiveness in the Hebrew Bible. One of the reasons . . . is that the 
influence of the formula may be traced throughout the rest of Israel‟s testimony, 
which suggests that it expresses something fundamental about their view of God.
6
 
 
This passage links God‟s character to the forgiveness He grants. His character is 
described in five words: compassion, grace, slow to anger, lovingkindness, and truth. 
While people are burdened with sin, God is filled with compassion and grace. 
 Five selected Old Testament words provide a magnificent view of God‟s 
forgiveness. S , used only of God forgiving humans, conveys that the Lord forgives 
sin,
7
 while a derivative speaks of God‟s readiness to forgive (Psa 86:5).8  shows that 
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the Lord lifts up and carries away sin.
9
 K  depicts the Lord as covering or hiding our 
sin.
10
 M  points out that the Lord erases sin.
11
 R  explains that the Lord removes 
sin far from the sinner,
12
 even “as far as the east is from the west” (Psa 103:12). These 
five Hebrew words paint a three dimensional picture of forgiveness. God takes away sin, 
He covers it, He erases it, and He removes it far, far away from the sinner. The language 
is picturesque, and the pictures demonstrate real forgiveness. 
 Perhaps the one who finds the greatest comfort in God‟s self-disclosure through 
these five Hebrew words is not the confident person committed to following God 
completely. Perhaps it is the one who recognizes his own sin and stands amazed at the 
compassion and grace of God. Perhaps the one who treasures these truths has a faith not 
grounded in a proud tradition that God once chose him, but rather in a humble tradition 
that God continues to sustain “his original purpose with a sinful” disciple.13 
 
New Testament Foundations 
 While there are several passages that would contribute nicely to the conclusions 
of this paper, three have been selected. One is from the teachings of Jesus and two are 
from the writings of Paul. Two passages directly address the topic of forgiveness. The 
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remaining passage does not specifically address forgiveness; however, it does contribute 
to the overall dynamics involved in forgiving others. 
 
A Mercy Received Should Be a Mercy Given 
 The teaching of Jesus in Matthew 18:22-34 directly addresses the issue of 
forgiveness.
14
 After asking Jesus how often he should forgive someone, Peter offers a 
very gracious answer compared to the contemporary teachings of the day.
15
 However, 
Jesus‟ answer is magnanimously gracious. Forgiveness, according to Jesus, is to be 
unlimited and a way of life (Matt 18:20-21).
16
 Having already succinctly and forcefully 
answered the question of how often one should forgive, He now answers the unvoiced 
question, “Why should I forgive so many times?”17 by way of a story parable. 
 The parable concerns two indebted servants and a king. The first servant owes the 
king more than he has the ability to repay.
18
 When the king attempts to collect the debt, 
the servant promises to repay the debt if only given more time. Even though the best the 
servant can do is to repay a tiny percentage of the debt, the king feels compassion for the 
servant and releases him from the obligation of the catastrophic debt. The word translated 
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“felt compassion” means to show pity or to feel sympathy.19 It is “pure generosity.”20 
Elsewhere in Matthew, Jesus‟ attitude toward others is described as compassionate (Matt 
9:36; 14:14; 15:32 and 20:34). Here, as well as in the parables of the Good Samaritan and 
the Prodigal Son, “the term reflects the totality of the divine mercy to which human 
compassion is a proper response.”21 The word translated “forgave” here means to cancel, 
remit, or pardon.
22
 Thus, the king responds with compassion and releases the servant. 
Compassion prompts the king to give a gift, which the servant did not earn, merit, or 
deserve and which does not benefit the king in any tangible way. 
 There is an extreme contrast between the king‟s compassion and resulting debt 
forgiveness and the forgiven servant‟s lack of compassion toward his fellow servant and 
demand for immediate debt payment. Upon leaving the presence of the king, he locates a 
fellow slave who owes him only a tiny fraction of 1 percent of the amount he himself has 
been forgiven.
23
 The amount is so trivial that there really is no comparison between the 
two debts. When the second servant voices the very same plea as the first servant for 
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more time to repay the debt, the pardoned servant throws him into prison. This harsh, 
rigid, and non-grace act, being the very opposite of what he received from the 
compassionate king, earns the first servant the title “wicked servant” (Matt 18:32). 
 When the king hears of the wicked servant‟s actions, he asks a very penetrating 
and revealing question: “Should you not also have had mercy on your fellow slave in the 
same way that I had mercy on you?” (Matt 18:33). The two key words are “should” and 
“mercy.” The word translated should carries the idea of compulsion.24 The very mercy 
received by the wicked servant makes it necessary for him to show mercy to others.  
 Jesus did not focus on the act of forgiving the debt but rather on the motivation or 
attitude behind the act of release – mercy.25 This term is a synonym to compassion and 
conveys to have mercy or pity.
26
 Receiving divine compassion and mercy obligates one to 
extend them to others. The manner in which God extends goodness is to be imitated in 
human relationships.
27
 Leon Morris states it well: “Those who receive extraordinary 
grace should act in accordance with the grace they receive.”28 The gift of forgiveness, 
which truly imitates God‟s forgiveness, is a forgiveness that flows from the heart. The 
term heart, in this context, refers to sincere
29
 and genuine.
30
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 The parable demonstrates that the forgiven are obligated to forgive. God forgives 
the disciple and then expects the disciple to forgive others. The disciple‟s giving of 
forgiveness is to be a reflection of God‟s compassionate forgiveness. Christians forgive 
others because they have been forgiven by God. The failure to forgive others is, in effect, 
a demonstration that one has never truly comprehended the divine gift of forgiveness.
31
 
 This parable forces the Christian to compare the enormity of the moral debt he 
owes God to the extremely minuscule moral debt another might owe him.
32
 When 
believers fail to see this and instead prop up an inflated view of the debt owed them by 
others, they in turn minimize their own accountability before God. The result is a failure 
to recognize God‟s grace and to properly respond to His love (cf. Luke 7:47). 
 
The Forgiven Forgive 
 The writings of the Apostle Paul in Ephesians 4:31-32 directly address the issue 
of human-to-human forgiveness. The six attitudes and actions of bitterness, wrath, anger, 
clamor, slander, and malice are highlighted as those that should be put off. The Christ-
follower is told to put off these community-destroying vices. “To put off” suggests that 
the disciple is to make a clean sweep.
33
 The idea is to eliminate these from one‟s life. 
                                                                                                                                                 
30
Jeremias writes, “Everything depends on the genuineness of the forgiveness.” Joachim Jeremias, 
The Parables of Jesus, rev. ed. (New York: Charles Scribner‟s Sons, 1963), 213. 
31
Philip B. Harner, Understanding The Lord‟s Prayer (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), 104. 
32
Stott says, “It is the disparity between the size of debts which is the main point of the parable of 
the unmerciful servant.” John R. W. Stott, The Message of the Sermon on the Mount (Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity Press, 1978), 150. 
33
Archibald Thomas Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament (Nashville: Broadman Press, 
1931), 4:541. 
  
49 
 Contrasted with the above vices are three virtues. Believers are to be kind, tender-
hearted, and forgiving to each other. Earlier, Paul uses the primary Greek word for 
forgiving when speaking of divine forgiveness (Eph 1:7).
34
 Here he addresses human 
forgiveness with a word that is built off the root word for grace. Charizomia means to 
give freely or graciously as a favor, and, in certain New Testament contexts, it is widely 
accepted as conveying to give in the sense of remitting, forgiving, or pardoning.
35
 
Therefore, forgive means to freely give the gift of pardon based solely on a gracious 
favor. Forgiveness here is pure grace flowing from mercy and compassion. 
 Christians are exhorted to forgive “just as God in Christ has also forgiven you.” 
The believer‟s motivation to extend forgiveness is based on the fact that he received 
divine forgiveness.
36
 Christ‟s act of forgiving functions as a prototype for Christian 
living.
37
 While the Christian cannot forgive exactly as God in Christ forgives, she can 
embrace the pattern and attitude, which surely includes the extension of forgiveness in 
kindness and compassion and as a gift that is freely given. 
 This passage first calls for the believer to put off the behaviors and vices that are 
destructive to relationships and unity. The lifestyle of the believer is to be diametrically 
opposed to a life of bitterness, wrath, anger, clamor, slander, and malice. Second, the 
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believer is to behave toward other Christians with kindness, tenderheartedness, and 
forgiveness. She is to model human-to-human forgiveness, which is itself a grace gift in 
the likeness of the gracious favor Christ bestowed on her. 
 
Keeping in Step with the Spirit 
 Paul‟s letter to the Galatians powerfully, yet indirectly, sheds much light on our 
topic (Gal 5:16-25). The passage begins with Paul‟s primary ethical imperative walk,38 
which refers to the walk of life, daily living, or daily conduct.
39
 To walk by the Spirit 
means to be constantly governed or influenced by the Spirit. It is to “let your conduct be 
directed by the Spirit.”40 It is a call to a way of life, not to an occasional action.41 This 
command to walk under the influence of the Spirit is perhaps captured in the phrase 
dependent discipline. The believer must have the discipline to actively walk (i.e., daily 
conduct) in a dependent manner (i.e., by means of the Spirit). The one who walks 
accordingly is promised that he “will not carry out the desires of the flesh.” 
 The flesh and the Spirit belong “to different ways of life altogether.”42 Therefore, 
walking in the Spirit excludes carrying out the desires of the flesh. In the fifth chapter of 
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Galatians, flesh is the antithesis of the Spirit. It stands for the total impact of original and 
personal sin in a person.
43
 It describes a Christian prior to spiritual regeneration or living 
outside of the regenerated state. To live according to the flesh is to live in agreement with 
the values and desires of the present age, which is a rejection of the way of God.
44
 It 
describes the Christian‟s effort to be independent of God. 
 Paul gives a representative, though not exhaustive, list of what is produced in the 
human life by the flesh and by the Spirit. The contrasting lists demonstrate how 
diametrically opposed and mutually incompatible are the flesh and Spirit. The first list 
describes the life of one seeking strength and enablement from his own fallen humanity 
outside of and apart from Christ, regeneration, and the Spirit (Gal 5:19-21). The second 
list is just the opposite. Such graces are the by-products of relying on the Holy Spirit. The 
first list describes the kind of life the Christian has left behind for a new position in Christ 
and, therefore, the kind of life to be avoided. The second list describes the traits the 
believer will possess as he follows the leading of the Spirit (Gal 5:22-23). The two lists 
stand in stark contrast to each other. 
 Of the fifteen descriptions of the flesh, eight refer to actions, dispositions, or 
motivations of discord, which lead to a breakdown in relationships or express the state of 
the shattered relationship.
45
 They are disputes, dissension, enmities, envyings, factions, 
                                                 
43
Cf. William Barclay, The Letters to the Galatians and Ephesians, in The Daily Study Bible 
Series, rev. ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 2000), 22. 
44
See Fee, God‟s Empowering Presence, 431. 
45
Cf. Fee, God‟s Empowering Presence, 442. 
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jealousy, outbursts of anger, and strife. In stark contrast to the vices are the nine graces, 
which highlight the daily conduct of one whose walk is energized by the Spirit.
46
 
 The phrase “live by the Spirit” (Gal 5:25) is similar to “walk by the Spirit” and be 
“led by the Spirit”47; however, it is not an exhortation. The phrase is set within a first 
class conditional statement (cf. NIV “Since we live by the Spirit”). Paul assumes the 
reality that the Galatians (and, by extension, all Christians) who live under the provisions 
of the new covenant do, indeed, live by the Spirit.
48
 Since this is true, Paul follows by 
highlighting the “responsibility of believers to let the Spirit shape their conduct.”49 
 The concluding phrase “walk by the Spirit” (Gal 5:25) is a translation of a 
different verb than is used in verse sixteen. It refers to keeping in step or being in line (cf. 
NIV “keep in step”).50 The thought is to march in formation with the Spirit by the help 
and guidance of the Spirit.  
 The believer who, in fact, does live by the Spirit is responsible to evidence a 
lifestyle reflective of the Spirit‟s influence. That influence results in the virtues of grace 
or fruit of the Spirit. Precisely because one lives by the Spirit, one ought to conform his 
life to indeed keep in step with the Spirit. 
                                                 
46
Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians, 251. 
47
Ernest De Witt Burton, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Epistle to the Galatians 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, copyright date unknown, latest printing 1980), 322, and Ronald Y. K. Fung, 
The Epistle to the Galatians (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1988), 265. 
48
Fee, God‟s Empowering Presence, 457; Cf. Fung, The Epistle to the Galatians, 275, and Richard 
N. Longenecker, Galatians, vol. 41 of Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: WordBooks, 1990), 265.  
49
Fung, The Epistle to the Galatians, 276. 
50
Arndt, Gingrich, Danker and Bauer, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “stoichéō,” and Kittel and 
Friedrich, eds., TDNTA, s.v. “stoichéō.” 
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 This passage indirectly relates to the topic of forgiveness in two primary ways. 
First, the Spirit enables the believer to practice human-to-human forgiveness as he walks 
by the Spirit. Second, the virtues of grace (or positive emotions
51
) are the fruit produced 
by the Spirit as the believer actively walks by the Spirit, actively keeps in step with the 
Spirit, and allows the Spirit to lead. David Eckman says that spirituality is normally 
dominated by the primary emotions “encapsulated in the fruit of the Spirit.”52 
 From the human perspective, it may appear that, when one finally ends the state 
of unforgiveness and grants release, he also releases his own negative emotions. 
Forgiving is seen as the power that releases debilitating emotions. However, what occurs 
theologically is quite different. When the believer responds to the Spirit, she is enabled to 
forgive allowing the Holy Spirit to cultivate the garden of character. The fleshly weeds 
are pulled out by their roots and the healthy fruit emerges. The believer experiences a 
change – a change produced by the Spirit as she, in dependent discipline, forgives. 
 From the human perspective, one may perceive that when he forgives, he releases 
the harmful emotions of anger, bitterness, and resentment. From this viewpoint, 
forgiveness appears to be self-healing. However, from a theological perspective, this is a 
work of the Spirit as the believer realigns his steps with the Spirit. From the theological 
viewpoint, this is spiritual healing or spiritual formation as the character of Christ is once 
more being produced in one‟s life by the work of the indwelling Spirit of God. 
                                                 
51
Positive psychology speaks of positive emotions such as joy. See Martin E. P. Seligman, 
Authentic Happiness (New York: The Free Press, 2002). 
52David Eckman, “The Holy Spirit and Our Emotions,” in Who‟s Afraid of the Holy Spirit? ed. M. 
James Sawyer and Daniel B. Wallace (Dallas: Biblical Studies Press, 2005). 
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CHAPTER 5 
AN EVALUATION OF POPULAR MODELS OF FORGIVENESS 
 
 The task of this chapter is to determine the significance and worth of each of the 
three models of forgiveness by careful appraisal and study.
1
 While various evaluations of 
the models are scattered throughout the previous chapters, here the sole focus is 
evaluation.
 2
 
 
Evaluation of the Therapeutic Model 
 Lewis Smedes briefly responds to questions on forgiveness in Philip Yancey‟s 
small group curriculum, What‟s So Amazing About Grace? Smedes states: 
Sometimes I think that God is much better off for having forgiven us. Think how 
awful it would have been for God to say, “To hell with them all. If that is the way 
they are going to treat Me, they can have it.” So He wallops us and destroys the 
relationship forever. How would God in all eternity have felt about having done 
that? He would have been one sad God. And I think that is true of people too.
3
 
 
A. W. Tozer writes, “The idolatrous heart assumes that God is other than He is – in itself 
a monstrous sin – and substitutes for the true God one made after its own likeness.”4 
                                                 
1
Cf. Merriam-Webster‟s 11th Collegiate Dictionary, s.v. “evaluate.” 
2
See attached curriculum, pages 97 and 172, for a summary comparison of the three popular 
models and the author‟s model of forgiveness. 
3
Philip Yancey, What‟s So Amazing about Grace? A Ten-Session Investigation of Grace, A small 
group edition, DVD, Session 3, “An Unnatural Act: Extending Grace When You‟ve Been Wronged” 
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2004).  
4
A. W. Tozer, The Knowledge of the Holy (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1961), 11. 
  
55 
This author has no desire to be on record charging that the late Dr. Smedes had an 
idolatrous heart. He obviously was a fine man who ministered to many. However, his 
statement is revealing. His thoughts on forgiveness, at least, include projections of God 
that are beyond those disclosed by God Himself in the inspired Scriptures. According to 
Smedes‟s statement, the God of orthodox Christianity no longer exists. Instead of a self-
sufficient God, He has been replaced with a dependent God. Tozer states, “So lofty is our 
opinion of ourselves that we find it quite easy, not to say enjoyable, to believe that we are 
necessary to God.”5 God‟s free sovereign choice to forgive is surely grounded in His 
love, grace, and compassion, and not because He fears that He might be sad if He 
chooses to execute His holy justice.  
 Robert C. Roberts, currently Distinguished Professor of Ethics at Baylor 
University, states, “The kind of forgiveness Smedes expounds both overlaps with 
Christian forgiveness and is significantly different from it.”6 It would not be unfair to 
apply Roberts‟s assessment to the whole therapeutic model. Similarly, L. Gregory Jones, 
presently Dean and Professor of Theology at Duke Divinity School, comments on 
Smedes‟s book, Forgive and Forget: 
Unfortunately, despite its intermittent insights and its author‟s good intentions, the 
book‟s overarching shape and perspective represent an anemic attempt to 
explicate the significance of forgiveness. It replicates some of the worst features 
of a therapeutic mind-set and ignores – or, at best, seriously underplays – central 
practices and themes of Christian forgiveness.
7
 
 
                                                 
5
Tozer, The Knowledge of the Holy, 40-41. 
6Roberts, “The Grammar of a Virtue,” 154. 
7
Jones, Embodying Forgiveness, 48-49. 
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Concerning this same book, elsewhere Roberts states that therapeutic forgiveness is the 
wisdom of modern therapies that overlaps just enough with Christian wisdom to be 
mistaken by the uncritical as Christian wisdom.
8
 
 Distinguishing between Christian forgiveness and therapeutic forgiveness, 
Roberts writes on the issue of forgiving God: 
Therapeutic forgiveness can take God as its object because it only requires that 
the forgiver experience God‟s acts as unfair. Christian forgiveness cannot take 
God as its object because it requires that the forgiven one be blameworthy. I do 
not deny that someone can think he or she has forgiven God with Christian 
forgiveness, but this requires confusion, either about forgiveness or about God. 
But to think one has enacted therapeutic forgiveness of God requires no 
confusion, since this kind of forgiving makes grammatical allowance for us to 
“forgive him without blaming him.”9 
 
Jones‟s words sting a bit more as he responds to the idea of forgiving God: 
Smedes‟s therapeutic forgiveness, manifested both in its excessive internalization 
and its bypassing of issues of sin and culpability, finds its reduction ad absurdum 
when he suggests that we not only can but indeed ought to forgive God. It does 
not matter that God is not culpable; what matters are my own feelings and 
health.
10
 
 
 Smedes acknowledges that it is the perceptions of the wounded and not the 
intentions of the offender that truly matter.
11
 Smedes writes of a particularly painful 
event, which he presents as a factual matter. However, his description of it leads this 
reviewer to conclude that his deductions are not objectively but are rather subjectively 
based. He deduces that a colleague is responsible for his painful experience. Notice in the 
                                                 
8
Robert C. Roberts, “Wisdom and Psychotherapy,” unpublished printed lecture attached in 
personal email from Roberts to the author, August 16, 2007, 11. 
9Roberts, “The Grammar of a Virtue,” 158, emphasis in original. 
10
Jones, Embodying Forgiveness, 52, emphasis in original. 
11
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 12. 
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citation below how the colleague is described at the same time as both unfair and fair. 
Note also the colleague‟s actions are presented as objectively unfair, yet it is Smedes‟s 
personal experience of the event that ultimately matters to him. 
 A colleague of mine once wrote a private letter to my board to accuse me of 
some theological delinquencies. His letter was unfair to me, and it caused me a lot 
of trouble. I believe that my colleague meant to be fair. But what he meant and 
what I experienced were two different things. It was unfair, no matter if he meant 
it to be fair. And the unfairness of it threw me into a crisis.
12
 
 
Commenting on this exact citation, Jones notes,  
Smedes does not attend to whether there is anything to be forgiven or whether it is 
clear that another person ought either to forgive or to be forgiven. . . . Smedes 
does not ask whether the colleague had done anything for which he should be held 
culpable; correlatively, questions about repentance are absent from Smedes‟s 
description. Even more, Smedes does not address whether, on his reading, it 
would be possible for anybody to criticize or judge anybody else without being 
labeled “unfair.” Rather, the question is wholly internalized: I should forgive him 
because I need to heal this hurt that I feel I did not deserve.
13
 
 
 Smedes‟s viewpoint is perfectly logical if one starts with the following premises. 
First, every person has a right to be free from anger, hurt, and bitterness. Second, one 
claims her rightful inheritance to positive emotions when she forgives those who hurt her 
unfairly. Third, judging that an action is unfair has nothing to do with the intention of the 
offender but rather with one‟s own experience of the action. Fourth, one needs to forgive 
for his own sake. Fifth, healing takes place when one forgives the presumed responsible 
person regardless of her intentions or culpability. And sixth, forgiveness is self-healing.
14
 
                                                 
12
Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 9, emphasis in original. 
13
Jones, Embodying Forgiveness, 50, emphasis in original. 
14
Cf. Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 7, 12, 13, 54 and 91. 
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 Forgiveness as therapy is ultimately dependent upon no one except self. It is one‟s 
own personal experience of pain that matters. It is one‟s perception that the event was 
unfair (actually, the pain is the proof that it was unfair). It is one‟s bitterness that entraps 
the self in a prison of debilitating emotions. Therefore, self-healing can be achieved as 
one forgives by opening the prison doors and setting oneself free.
15
 
 While the therapeutic model embraces people‟s pain, it fails to embrace the 
primary objectives of forgiveness. Volf writes, “Emotional healing is a good thing and 
there are many paths that may lead to it, but emotional healing is not the main purpose of 
forgiveness.”16 While Augsburger is sensitive to the emotional pain of the offended, he 
does not believe therapeutic forgiveness holds the key to emotional health. He contrasts 
forgiveness that focuses on inner healing with forgiveness that reaches out to the 
offender. He writes: 
When the forgiveness we understand is a private process of inner healing, not an 
interpersonal bridge that can stretch across the empty void between two injured 
persons to reconcile differences and restore relationships, it feeds and fosters acts 
of resentment, revenge, retaliation, or demanding repayment. Since these are not 
possible or practical, the solution is to cut off the connection with the offender, 
with the community that permitted or ignores the offense, and with all those who 
appear to be complicit in the offense.
17
 
 
 While most of the above comments have focused on Smedes, Kendall and others 
within this model operate from the same basic premises. The above comments are best 
understood to be attached to Smedes as a representative of the therapeutic model. Roberts 
                                                 
15“And that when we forgive, we set a prisoner free and then discover that the prisoner we set free 
was us.” Smedes, Forgive and Forget, x, emphasis in original. 
16
Volf, Free of Charge, 169. 
17
Augsburger, The New Freedom of Forgiveness, 20. 
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and Jones focus on Smedes for two primary reasons. The popularity of his book is the 
first reason. The second reason is that they were writing about ten years after his book 
was published in 1982 and well before Kendall‟s book was published in 2002. 
This author concludes that the therapeutic model of forgiveness has one 
significant advantage and four significant drawbacks. The most attractive element of the 
model is the focus on finding freedom from imprisoning emotions. Not only is it 
attractive, it is motivating. However, the model also has four disadvantages. First, it is 
about finding healing from negative emotions that plague the unforgiving person, who is 
always viewed as the victim. While there may be occasions when it is wise to seek 
emotional healing, the main purpose of forgiveness is not emotional healing.
18
 Second, 
the therapeutic model largely concerns itself with perceived offenses that cause deep pain 
– the standard for an offense very often is neither reality nor an absolute.19 Third, similar 
to the preceding statement, therapeutic forgiveness is about an injury sustained that 
causes an experience of deep pain. It is the experience of pain, not the crossing of God‟s 
boundaries, which gives rise to the need for forgiveness. And fourth, forgiving to escape 
negative emotions is about assigning blame to others for any deep pain that is felt. 
However, this is contrary to biblical forgiveness. When a man forgives a friend for 
something for which she is not blameworthy, forgiveness – at least from a biblical 
                                                 
18
Volf, Free of Charge, 169. 
19Roberts writes, “For, through false belief or irrationality, we often feel wounded by people who 
are not in fact blameworthy and thus are inclined to work up a hatred of them that is in need of healing.” 
Roberts, “The Grammar of a Virtue,” 156. 
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perspective – no longer makes sense. The true biblical concept of forgiveness has lost any 
real meaning. 
In contrast to this model, this author believes that biblical forgiveness is not about 
looking within to find healing; it is rather about looking outward to grant release while 
making every effort to remain united with others in the Holy Spirit (cf. Eph 4:3).
20
 
Nevertheless, inner healing often follows forgiveness somewhat like a by-product. This 
type of healing is the work of the Holy Spirit (cf. Gal 5:22-23).  
 
Evaluation of the Judicial Model 
 Proponents of the judicial model interact very well with the biblical texts and 
make application consistent with the interpretations provided. This model correctly 
recognizes that the disciple is commanded to forgive others. It is not optional. One who is 
hurt and bitter is not simply imprisoned by the hurtful actions of another, but rather has 
chosen to disregard God‟s directives while responding to the hurtful actions. The judicial 
model recognizes the struggle people undergo with resentment and anger. However, this 
model does not maintain that the offended has a “right” to his resentment.21 
 With few exceptions, the judicial model addresses issues with biblical accuracy. 
However, it focuses on the directive to forgive to the exclusion of thoughtfully interacting 
with what Volf calls “embrace.”22 Forgiveness releases one from debt and, thus, sets the 
                                                 
20The New Living Translation reads: “Make every effort to keep yourselves united in the Spirit, 
binding yourselves together with peace.” 
21In contrast, Arterburn speaks of sacrificing our “right to resent.” Arterburn, Healing Is a Choice, 
124. Stoop writes of giving up our “right to revenge.” Stoop, Forgiving The Unforgivable, 20. And Smedes 
refers to the “right to be free from hate.” Smedes, Forgive and Forget, 13. 
22
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offender free, but free to do what? The picture is all too reminiscent of the person 
incarcerated for a crime against society. When the person is set free after paying his debt 
to society, he is free from a cell with bars but, nevertheless, is shunned by the very 
society to whom he has paid his debt. How very different were the Apostle Paul‟s 
expectations of the Corinthians when he exhorted them to forgive and comfort the one 
who had been disciplined so that he would not be “overwhelmed by excessive sorrow” (2 
Cor 2:7). 
 While reconciliation may not be possible in all situations for a variety of reasons, 
failure to establish this as the objective is to miss the grand portrait of God‟s pursuing 
love. As wonderful as are justification, redemption, and forgiveness, God did not forgive 
the Christian‟s debt and simply allow her to escape hell. He reconciled her to Himself and 
declared that she is His child (Eph 2:16 and 1 John 3:1). 
 The strength of the judicial model is that it takes at face value the scriptural 
directives to forgive. The weakness of the model is that it does not take the directives to 
pursue peace with the same intensity. Nevertheless, the judicial model, even with its lack 
of a serious focus on reconciliation, is biblically accurate in its focus and is preferred over 
the therapeutic model. 
 
Evaluation of the Restorative Model 
 This model is the most difficult to truly evaluate because so few popular books 
adopt it. Nevertheless, it embraces the central focus of the judicial model while 
maintaining a constant aim at the lofty goal of reconciliation. In this regard, it captures 
the spirit of forgiveness whereas the judicial model only captures the letter. 
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 The restorative model could almost be explained by adapting a section of the 
Sermon on the Mount.
23
 It might read, “You have heard it said that you should forgive 
your neighbor, but I say to you that you should be reconciled.” Indeed, the Bible exhorts 
the disciple to forgive, but surely release from debt is not the ultimate goal. 
 This model excels in replacing the goal of obedient releasing with loving 
reconciliation. In so doing, it equates forgiveness with reconciliation. It would have been 
better if it had elevated the goal from forgiving to obey to forgiving and restoring, thus 
maintaining separate identities for both forgiveness and reconciliation. While this author 
finds the centrality of reconciliation within the restorative model to be a refreshing breath 
of air, which the living body of Christ desperately needs, the reality of living in a fallen 
world is that some disciples will simply shun all attempts to reconcile. 
 When this author chose to relocate from South Dakota to Oklahoma, it was with 
the awareness that unreconciled relationships would most likely never be repaired. Yet, 
this author also recognized that, even if he had remained, it was equally unlikely that 
those on the other side of the chasm would ever open themselves to the bridge of peace 
apart from a miraculous working of God. According to the strict definitions of the 
restorative model, this author‟s forgiveness is incomplete. 
 Even with the equating of forgiveness and reconciliation, the restorative model 
catches the spirit of forgiveness and correctly places the central focus on embrace rather 
than release. This model is preferred over the therapeutic or judicial models. 
 
                                                 
23
Six times Jesus repeated this contrast in teaching on correct application of the law in Matt 5:21-
45. 
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Summary 
Therapeutic forgiveness misses the primary purpose of biblical forgiveness with 
its central focus on inner healing. Generally, judicial forgiveness is biblically accurate; 
that is, what it teaches the Bible teaches. However, it avoids any significant focus on a 
sincere movement toward the offender with the goal of truly rebuilding the relationship. 
Restorative forgiveness excels at focusing on renewed relationships. However, the focus 
is so strong that it goes a bit too far. In the end, forgiving is dependent on the offender‟s 
accepting the gift of forgiveness. 
 Therapeutic forgiveness places the emphasis on inner healing and self-release. 
While guiding others to emotional healing is a worthy goal, it is this author‟s belief that 
this is not the primary purpose of biblical forgiveness. A better model is judicial 
forgiveness, even though it falls short on properly focusing on reconciliation. The love by 
which disciples are to be known surely is not a love that maintains a cordial distance and 
avoids relationship. This author believes the best of the three models is restorative 
forgiveness. Yet he acknowledges that one can only be at peace with another to the 
degree that the other person allows (Rom 12:18). The disciple can authentically forgive, 
even if the offender continues to reject all efforts to reconcile. 
While both the judicial and restorative models have commendable features, this 
author believes that the redemptive model, as presented in the attached curriculum, is the 
preferred model. It combines the strengths of both the judicial and restorative models 
while avoiding their deficiencies. 
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PART TWO: DESIGN AND ASSESSMENT OF CURRICULUM 
 
CHAPTER 6 
DESIGNING FORGIVING OTHERS 
 
 The design of the curriculum for teaching forgiveness at Heritage Bible Church 
revolves around four primary elements: spiritual maturity, learning outcomes, teaching 
methods, and assumptions. The assumptions concern the theological beliefs commonly 
held within Heritage Bible Church, which are assumed rather than validated in the 
curriculum. 
 
The Ultimate Goal 
 The ultimate goal of the curriculum is to facilitate a change in the practice of 
forgiveness within the congregation of Heritage Bible Church. The goal of changed lives 
(or spiritual transformation) is ultimately produced by the Holy Spirit and impacts the 
person‟s beliefs and behaviors. This goal is not simply to provide the congregation with 
more information on forgiveness, but rather to see lives better reflect Christian maturity, 
especially in the practice of forgiveness. Thomas á Kempis wrote, 
 Knowledge is a natural desire in all men. But knowledge for its own sake is 
useless unless you fear God. An unlearned peasant, whose contentment is the 
service of God, is far better than the learned and the clever, whose pride in his 
knowledge leads him to neglect his soul while fixing his attention on the stars.
1
 
                                                 
1
Thomas à Kempis, The Imitation of Christ: In Four Books, new illustrated edition, ed. Clare L. 
Fitzpatrick (New York: Catholic Book Publishing Co., 1988), 16-17. 
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 It is essential to have some conception of the goals one desires to obtain through 
the curriculum that is being developed.
2
 Within the range of meaning of the term educate, 
two nuances apply to curriculum development. First, to educate may convey the action of 
providing the student with information. Following this usage, the objective of the teacher 
and the curriculum is accomplished if information is delivered. This author knew a 
college mathematics teacher who embraced this nuance as his philosophy of education. 
His job, as he saw it, was to impart mathematical knowledge, and it was the student‟s role 
to grasp it. Regardless of whether the student understood the mathematical concepts, this 
teacher concluded he had fulfilled his role if he had simply given out the information.  
 The second nuance of to educate conveys the meaning to persuade one to believe 
or behave in a desired way.
3
 With this understanding of education, the dispensing of 
information is not the end but rather the means of bringing about the real objective of a 
changed life. Addressing secular educational objectives, Ralph Tyler states, “Education is 
a process of changing the behavior patterns of people.”4 
 The goal for teachers of the Bible could thus be stated: each student will become 
Christ-like.
5
 The Apostle Paul‟s letters are full of information, and yet, his ultimate goal 
was not to disseminate information. Through his teaching, he strengthened and 
encouraged the disciples in their faith (Acts 14:22). He summarizes his own educational 
                                                 
2
See Ralph W. Tyler, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction (Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1949; reprint 1969), 3. 
3
Merriam-Webster‟s 11th Collegiate Dictionary, s.v. “educate.” 
4
Tyler, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction, 3. 
5
See Roy B. Zuck, Teaching As Paul Taught (Grand Rapids, Baker Books, 1998), 115. 
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goal as “love from a pure heart and a good conscience and a sincere faith” (1 Tim 1:5). 
Jay Adams views Christian education as a “life-altering experience,” which concerns the 
growth in one‟s spiritual life.6 
  
Intended Outcomes 
 As stated above, the primary goal of the series, Forgiving Others, is for the 
participant to experience real life change in belief and behavior. Therefore, the intended 
learning outcomes for the course include knowledge, feelings, and actions. Collectively, 
the cognitive, affective, and behavioral objectives express the single learning outcome of 
transformed lives. Ralph Tyler is correct when he writes, “Important changes in human 
behavior are not produced overnight.”7 Likewise, maturity from a Christian perspective is 
a gradual process rather than an instant occurrence. 
Christian education has at least three advantages over secular education. First, the 
subject matter is God‟s written declaration about Himself, His creation, and His plan (cf. 
2 Tim 3:16 and 2 Pet 1:20-21). Second, Christian education has the advantage of the 
dynamic ministry of the Holy Spirit (2 Cor 3:18). The third advantage is that Christian 
education brings about not only behavioral change but spiritual transformation as well 
(cf. Rom 12:1-2 and 1 Thess 2:13).
8
 The following objectives are selected with the 
intended purpose of creating a learning experience that assists the group members‟ 
spiritual transformation. 
                                                 
6
Jay E. Adams, “The Holy Spirit in Education,” in Almost Every Answer for Practically Any 
Teacher, ed. Bruce H. Wilkinson (Portland: Multnomah Press, 1992), 118. 
7
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Cognitive Objectives 
 Cognitive refers to conscious intellectual activity such as thinking and reasoning
9
 
which, at times, is simply empirical factual knowledge. These objectives relate most 
clearly to acquiring information. Objectives are the desired outcomes for the group. 
 The curriculum is designed with a focus on seven primary cognitive objectives. 
First, the group participant will be able to distinguish between the three popular models 
of forgiveness. The aim is that, at the conclusion of this series, each group member will 
be able to read on the topic of forgiveness and discern the approach to forgiveness 
presented within the respective book or article. Second, each group member will be able 
to appreciate the significance of five specific Old Testament words for forgiveness. The 
aim is to develop a broader view of the dynamics of forgiving.  
The third cognitive objective focuses on the evaluation of various definitions of 
forgiveness. The participant will be able to identify from the context if the word forgive is 
being used in accordance with the New Testament lexical and contextual definition. 
Fourth, a related objective is that the group member will be able to understand God‟s 
expectations of the disciple regarding forgiving others. This objective involves both 
comprehending the related biblical imperatives and the application of those commands. 
 Fifth, the participant will be able to understand the meaning of biblical 
reconciliation in human-to-human relationships. The group member will identify 
reconciliation with the New Testament word peace. The participant will see the 
similarities and the differences between restoration and harmony. Sixth, the group 
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member will be able to distinguish between hurts caused by the sinful acts of others and 
hurts arising from amoral life events that come from simply living in a fallen world.
10
 
 Seventh, the participant will be able to distinguish between the similarities and 
differences of this author‟s redemptive model and the three popular models of 
forgiveness. The participant will understand where the redemptive model parallels the 
judicial and restorative models and where it is distinct from them. 
 
Affective Objectives 
 Affective refers to that which influences feelings or emotions.
11
 The curriculum is 
designed with a focus on three primary affective objectives. First, the group participant 
will identify and acknowledge emotional pains arising from offenses she has experienced. 
 Second, the group member will identify negative emotions that are a result of not 
granting forgiveness. The participant will identify bitterness, anger, disputes, disharmony, 
and other similar feelings or actions. The member will also explore the possibility that 
these feelings are connected to a reluctance to forgive on his part. Third, the group 
member will identify positive emotions resulting from extending forgiveness. 
 
Behavioral Objectives 
 Behavioral refers to the manner in which someone conducts himself.
12
 This 
objective has to do with one‟s response to people and situations. The curriculum focuses 
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For additional clarification between the two see attached curriculum, pages 140-141, 144, and 
167. 
11
Merriam-Webster‟s 11th Collegiate Dictionary, s.v. “affective.” 
12Ibid., s.v. “behavioral.” 
  
69 
on changes in conduct through four primary behavioral objectives. First, the group 
member will practice forgiving as he has been forgiven by God. Cognitively, the 
participant will understand God‟s expectations concerning human-to-human forgiveness. 
Behaviorally, the participant will act in faithful obedience and grant forgiveness. The 
desired outcome is that the member will, at a minimum, begin to process his or her 
personal hurt and move toward granting forgiveness to anyone he or she has been 
reluctant to forgive. 
 The second behavioral objective is restoring fractured relationships. The group 
member will move, in Christ-like love, toward the one who has offended her. The 
ultimate aim is to repair any relationship that has been ruptured. When this is not 
possible, the adjusted aim is, at least, to be in harmony with the person. 
 The third behavioral objective is putting off negative behaviors and emotions. 
This objective in the life of a Christian involves dependent discipline (or active 
passivity
13
). In order to carry out this behavioral change, group participants must rely on 
the Spirit while acting in obedience. It is not a two-step process but rather a simultaneous 
step of obedient faith. 
 The fourth behavioral objective is responding appropriately to hurts that touch 
one‟s life. In order to fulfill this objective, the group member must first distinguish 
between hurts that come from living in a sinning world and those that come from a fallen 
world. Having obtained such cognitive ability, the group member will be able to 
acknowledge that certain life events are painful without searching for someone to blame. 
                                                 
13
Francis A. Schaeffer, True Spirituality (Wheaton: Tyndale House Publishers, 1971), 58. 
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Selected Teaching Methods 
 Critical to the design of the curriculum is the selection of appropriate teaching 
methods for communicating the curriculum within Heritage Bible Church.  Five primary 
teaching methods will be woven together to accomplish the desired learning objectives. 
The first method is reading and reflecting. This teaching method will be incorporated 
into the curriculum in four ways. The group participant will be encouraged to read a few 
assigned pages and complete the related reading guide prior to each session. These two 
activities provide the participant with information beyond what the class session will 
allow and prepare the group member for a more active participation in the discussion 
time.
14
 Following each session, each participant will be encouraged to apply the session 
topic to her life personally by way of a personal reflection page. Also, a written review of 
the major components of the class sessions will be distributed to the group for 
reinforcement and follow-up. 
The second teaching method is the lecture. It offers three primary benefits. It is an 
excellent method for communicating information. Particularly through lecture, the 
participant obtains an overview of the subject matter in relatively little time compared to 
the time required using an inductive approach. A second benefit of the lecture is the 
opportunity for the instructor to interpret and clarify facts learned by the participant. A 
third benefit is structuring the presented information in an organized and logical 
manner.
15
  
                                                 
14
Kenneth O. Gangel, 24 Ways to Improve Your Teaching (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 1974), 88. 
15
Ibid., 12-13. 
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 The third teaching method is discussion. The purpose of a class discussion is to 
stimulate the group to think and reason through the subject matter. Discussion moves 
beyond repeating memorized data. It encourages the participant to express his thoughts in 
his own words. The aim is for each member of the group to gain clarity by his own 
thinking and reasoning on previously hazy issues.
16
 The main challenge for creating a 
good discussion is clearly framing the problem or question to be discussed. If the scope 
of the question is too broad, the discussion will not be focused sufficiently enough to 
create a good learning experience. If the scope is too narrow, it is not truly a discussion 
but rather a question and answer session. 
 The fourth teaching method is question and answer. This method may appear to 
be the same as discussion, but it is not. The major distinction between the two methods is 
the kind of question placed before the class. Whereas the discussion question is designed 
to stimulate the group to think through an issue, the question and answer format solicits 
factual and objective responses.
17
 Another significant distinction is that, within the 
question and answer format, either the instructor or student may pose the question. 
  An advantage to both the discussion and question and answer methodology is 
ownership by the class. As the members actively participate, they are more likely to feel 
that this is their class rather than the teacher‟s class.  
 The fifth and final teaching method selected for the series on forgiveness is case 
studies. The introduction of case studies into the class time confronts the group with real 
                                                 
16
Gangel, 24 Ways to Improve Your Teaching, 33. 
17
Ibid., 40. 
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life situations. Contrastive case studies may be presented side-by-side, calling for the 
group to distinguish which principles apply to which situation. 
 
Assumptions 
 In designing Forgiving Others, three foundational beliefs are assumed. First, the 
Bible is authoritative for beliefs and behavior of the Christ follower. In this context, 
authority refers to the right to command thought, opinion, and behavior.
18
 Basic to the 
design of Forgiving Others is the belief that God is the ultimate authority in spiritual 
matters, and as the sovereign holy God, He has the right to establish the standard of belief 
and behavior.
19
 He revealed Himself and His standards through various means and 
individuals. His recorded messages were collected into one book, the Bible, which is 
accepted as the Word of God. J. I. Packer states, 
 The Christian principle of biblical authority means, on the one hand, that God 
purposes to direct the belief and behavior of his people through the revealed truth 
set forth in Holy Scripture; on the other hand it means that all our ideas about God 
should be measured, tested, and where necessary corrected and enlarged, by 
reference to biblical teaching.
20
 
 
 Assumption number two is that the truth and principles of the Bible are applicable 
to each Christian‟s personal life. Application is the task of putting to use in practical ways 
the timeless truths and principles of the Bible. One might simply say application is 
putting the teaching of the Bible into practice in our daily lives. Application calls for a 
                                                 
18
See Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1985), 242. 
19
Ibid., 245. 
20
J. I. Packer, Concise Theology: A Guide to Historic Christian Beliefs (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale 
House Publishers, Inc., 1993), 16. 
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responsive heart, an openness to change, and a willingness to appropriate biblical truths.
21
 
While knowledge of Scripture is absolutely indispensable, the goal is not merely to fill 
one‟s mind with external words. The ultimate aim is to internalize God‟s Word and be 
changed from the inside out.
22
 Assumption number three is that a godly spiritual life is 
about life change. Spiritual growth requires spiritual transformation. This transformation 
occurs as the Holy Spirit performs His work in the life of the believer as she both trusts 
and obeys. 
The above assumptions merge into a whole as the believer applies God‟s 
authoritative Word, resulting in personal life change. The Holy Spirit progressively 
transforms the life of the disciple to better reflect the perfect humanity of Jesus (cf. 2 Cor 
3:18). As stated at the beginning of this chapter, the ultimate goal is a changed life for 
each individual group member, especially in matters of forgiveness. Writing to the church 
at Thessalonica, the Apostle Paul states, “For this reason we also constantly thank God 
that when you received the word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as 
the word of men, but for what it really is, the word of God, which also performs its work 
in you who believe” (1 Thess 2:13).
                                                 
21Roy B. Zuck, “Application in Biblical Hermeneutics and Exposition” in Walvoord: A Tribute, 
ed. Donald K. Campbell (Chicago: Moody Press, 1982), 16. 
22
Ibid. and Jack Kuhatschek, Taking the Guesswork Out of Applying the Bible (Downers Grove, 
IL: InterVarsity Press, 1990), 25. 
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CHAPTER 7 
ASSESSMENT OF FORGIVING OTHERS 
 
 The purpose of the assessment is to determine the effectiveness of the curriculum 
and the presentation of it. Two surveys were utilized. Each person who was considered a 
likely group member was given a survey prior to the start of the group study. Following 
the group study, a second survey was distributed to all participants. In addition to the two 
surveys, each group member was asked to evaluate the six-week course.  
 
Course Survey 
 The survey consisted of three sections on attitudes and opinions about 
forgiveness.
1
 Potential group participants were encouraged to complete the survey 
through written and verbal requests. The survey was distributed two weeks prior to the 
first group session. Each member was given a stamped and self-addressed envelope for 
easy return. At the conclusion of the series, an identical survey was distributed. 
 
Attitudes about Forgiveness 
 Attitudes concerning forgiveness were collected through an adaptation of a 
national survey. The group study participants were asked about their attitudes both prior 
to the course and after the course. The pre- and post-survey results are presented here. 
                                                 
1
See Appendix 2: Pre- and Post-Course Survey Statements and Questions. 
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The Waterbrook Press Survey 
 Section one of the survey focused on the individual‟s personal attitudes 
concerning forgiveness. The section consisted of seven statements. Each person was 
asked to express his opinion about each statement and to qualify the strength of his 
opinion. The seven inquiries were adapted from a national opinion survey. WaterBrook 
Press commissioned The Barna Group, Ltd. to conduct an OmniPoll
TM
 in 1999. While 
WaterBrook Press no longer has the data,
2
 the questions and results were published in an 
appendix to When Forgiveness Doesn‟t Make Sense.3 
 The researchers had three objectives.
4
 The first objective was “to determine the 
percentage of adults who would admit that they currently had someone in their life with 
whom they had a very difficult time forgiving.” The second objective was “to determine 
Americans‟ views of whether God is responsible for allowing pain and hurt in people‟s 
lives.” And the third objective was “to determine the specific beliefs of Americans about 
what forgiveness is and is not.” 
 In the original WaterBrook Press survey, there were two types of responses. The 
first two statements inquired if there was agreement or disagreement with the statements. 
These two statements corresponded to the first two objectives. The third objective 
concerned beliefs about forgiveness and corresponded to the last five statements. These 
                                                 
2A personal email dated September 25, 2007 from WaterBrook Press stated, “Unfortunately that 
survey data is no longer available.” 
3
Robert Jeffress. When Forgiveness Doesn't Make Sense (Colorado Springs: WaterBrook Press, 
2000), 207-226. 
4
The three quotations in this paragraph are from Jeffress, When Forgiveness Doesn‟t Make Sense, 
207. 
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inquired as to the accuracy of the statement. For purposes of consistency and simplicity, 
all seven statements in the pre- and post-course surveys inquired as to the level of 
agreement or disagreement through five options: agree strongly, agree, disagree, disagree 
strongly, or not sure. The contention of the research sponsors of the WaterBrook Press 
survey was that a biblically informed answer would disagree with each of the last five 
statements.
5
  
 
Pre-Course Waterbrook Press Survey Results 
 There was a fairly even split between agree and disagree responses to only one of 
the seven statements.
6
 The first statement reads, “There is someone in my life who has 
hurt me in a way that I find very difficult to forgive.” Slightly over half agreed (52%) 
compared to 44 percent who disagreed. This contrasts to the national survey in which 61 
percent disagreed. Based on the first stated objective, it appears that the researchers 
assumed that Americans would not honestly admit that they had been deeply hurt. 
Concerning the second statement, 72 percent agreed (52% strongly) that God is 
ultimately responsible for allowing pain and hurt in their lives. The national survey was 
exactly the opposite. Seventy-two percent disagreed (55% strongly) with the statement. 
 The designers of the Waterbrook Press survey believed that a person with a 
proper biblical view would disagree with the last five statements. The Heritage Bible 
Church group disagreed with all five and significantly so with four of the statements. The 
lowest percentage of disagreement was 64 percent on statement five, which concerns 
                                                 
5
Jeffress, When Forgiveness Doesn‟t Make Sense, 208. 
6
See Appendix 4 Assessment Charts. 
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reconciliation. Eighty percent or more disagreed with the other four statements. These 
responses contrast significantly with the national survey. The average disagree response 
was 78 percent by the Heritage Bible group, whereas, the national average was 35 
percent. 
 Eighty-four percent of the study group disagreed (40% strongly) with statement 
three compared to 36 percent nationally. The statement reads, “I cannot honestly forgive 
someone unless that person shows some remorse for what they did.” Eighty percent 
disagreed (44% strongly) with the fourth statement compared to 36 percent nationally. 
The statement reads, “If I really forgive someone, I will want that person to be released 
from the consequences of their actions.” 
 The agreement and disagreement with the fifth statement was much closer than 
with the other four. The statement reads, “If I genuinely forgive someone, I should 
rebuild my relationship with that person.” Nationally, only 25 percent disagreed with the 
statement, whereas, 64 percent of the Heritage Bible group disagreed (24% strongly). 
 Eighty percent of the responders disagreed (48% strongly) with statement six 
compared to 34 percent nationally. The statement reads, “If I have really forgiven 
someone, I should be able to forget what they have done to me.” Eighty percent disagreed 
(72% strongly) with the seventh statement compared to 47 percent nationally. The 
statement reads, “There are some crimes, offenses, or other things that people can do to 
one another that are so bad they should never be forgiven.” 
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Post-Course Waterbrook Press Survey Results 
 The post-course survey did show some significant changes in attitudes about 
forgiveness. Since the survey responders were not tracked, there is no way to deduce if 
the post-course survey responder actually adjusted his or her response from the pre-
course survey. There was an approximate 50 percent decline in the number of responses 
to the post-course survey. The survey designers assumed the biblically astute person 
would disagree with all five statements. In contrast, the course materials would have 
encouraged agreement with the statement about rebuilding relationships. 
 Ninety-one percent of the responders, a 7 percent increase, disagreed with the 
statement, “I cannot honestly forgive someone unless that person shows some remorse 
for what they did.” Fifty percent, a 30 percent decrease, disagreed with the statement, “If 
I really forgive someone, I will want that person to be released from the consequences of 
their actions.” None of the responders disagreed with the statement, “If I genuinely 
forgive someone, I should rebuild my relationship with that person.” This was a major 
shift by 64 percent. Fifty percent, a 30 percent decrease, disagreed with the statement, “If 
I have really forgiven someone, I should be able to forget what they have done to me.” 
All responders disagreed with the statement, “There are some crimes, offenses, or other 
things that people can do to one another that are so bad they should never be forgiven.” 
This was a 20 percent change. 
 The most notable shift concerned rebuilding relationships. The course curriculum 
emphasized the responsibility of the believer to pursue peace even though peace may not 
always be the outcome. There was a 64 percent shift in responding to the statement, “If I 
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genuinely forgive someone, I should rebuild my relationship with that person.” Sixty-four 
percent of the pre-course responders disagreed with the statement. None of the post-
course responders disagreed. Seventy-five percent agreed and 25 percent strongly agreed.  
 
Opinions on What it Means to Forgive 
 The group participants were asked about their opinions on defining forgiveness 
prior to the series and following the course. The second section of the survey consisted of 
fifteen statements about forgiveness. Each statement began with, “When I forgive.” The 
respondent was asked to select all statements with which he or she agreed. The fifteen 
statements consisted of an equal number of statements from the three models of 
forgiveness: therapeutic, judicial, and restorative. The model of forgiveness with which 
the statement is associated was not disclosed on the survey. However, the statements 
were grouped together in threes in the following order: therapeutic, judicial and 
restorative. 
 
Pre-Course Opinions on Definitions 
 This author was surprised to learn that the group expressed preference for 
definitions associated with therapeutic forgiveness. The statement, “When I forgive 
someone, it does not necessarily mean I will desire to spend my vacation with him, but it 
does mean that I release the bitterness in my heart toward him for how he hurt me,” 
ranked first with a 92 percent selection. Four of the top five preferred definitions were 
adapted from books embracing the therapeutic model of forgiveness. 
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 Definitions linked to the judicial model were in the mid-range of ranking. The 
statement, “When I forgive, it is an act of the will to obey God and let go of the offense,” 
ranked second with 88 percent selecting it. Only one other statement associated with 
judicial forgiveness was selected by more than one third of the group. 
 Only one statement connected with restorative forgiveness was selected by more 
than a third of the group, and two definitions were not selected by even one person. The 
statement, “When I forgive, I am risking a return to conversation and a resumption of 
relationship,” ranked sixth as 52 percent selected it. The two other statements (six and 
twelve) were the only two statements out of the fifteen that were not selected by anyone. 
 
Post-Course Opinions on Definitions 
 The selections of definitions associated with the therapeutic model generally 
declined after the course by an average of 16 percent. Whereas 84 percent selected 
statement seven prior to the course, only 33 percent selected the statement after the 
course (51% decrease). Prior to the series, 72 percent selected statement thirteen, but only 
50 percent selected the same statement after the course (22% decrease). In the pre-course 
survey, four of the top five selections were therapeutic definitions. However, in the post-
course survey, two of the three least selected definitions were linked to the therapeutic 
model. 
 Four out of the five definitions associated with the judicial model were selected 
by a higher percent in the post-course survey, with the average increase being 25 percent. 
The selection of statement two increased from 28 to 83 percent (55% increase). The 
selection of statement eleven increased from 44 to 83 percent (39% increase). 
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 The selections of definitions associated with the restorative model increased an 
average of 25 percent. Not even one person in either the pre- or post-course survey 
selected statement six. If this statement is deleted from the tabulations, the average 
increase of restorative definitions was 31 percent. The only statement selected by more 
than a third in the pre-course survey was statement nine. In the post-course survey the 
response nearly doubled as 92 percent selected it (40% increase). There was also a 30 
percent increase in selecting statement fifteen (up from 28% to 58%). And while none of 
the responders selected statement twelve in the pre-course survey, 33 percent selected it 
after the series. In the pre-course survey the four least selected definitions were linked 
with the restorative model. However, in the post-course survey, restorative linked 
definitions moved up an average of two positions in rank, with statement nine moving 
from seventh to third.  
 There were two statements selected by all responders following the series. Each 
person selected the first statement, which is associated with the therapeutic model. It 
reads, “When I forgive someone, it does not necessarily mean I will desire to spend my 
vacation with him, but it does mean that I release the bitterness in my heart toward him 
for how he hurt me.” All responders selected statement fourteen, which is associated with 
judicial forgiveness. It reads, “When I forgive, it is an act of the will to obey God and let 
go of the offense.” Ninety-two percent of the post-course responders selected the ninth 
statement, which is associated with the restorative model. It reads, “When I forgive, I risk 
a return to conversation and a resumption of relationship.” 
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Opinions on Forgiveness 
 The third section of the survey consisted of three parts. Part one sought opinions 
about forgiving an unrepentant person. Part two collected opinions concerning the 
unforgiving person. Part three asked for opinions about the focus of forgiveness. 
 Part one inquired as to which one of two statements concerning repentance the 
respondent agreed with. The two options were as follows: “I am not obligated to forgive a 
person who has sinned against me and remains unrepentant,” or, “I am responsible to 
forgive even if the other person is unrepentant.” Ninety-six percent of the pre-course 
respondents expressed that they were responsible to forgive even if the offender does not 
repent. There was a slight increase in the post-course responses. 
 The second part asked the respondent to select one of two statements concerning 
the unforgiving person. The two options were as follows: “The unforgiving person is 
consumed with bitterness and is in need of healing,” or, “The unforgiving person is 
disobeying God and has sinned.” Ninety-two percent of the post-course respondents 
selected the latter statement, which is a 16 percent increase. 
 The third part asked for opinions concerning the focus of forgiveness. The 
respondent was invited to select any or all of the three statements with which he or she 
was in agreement; therefore, potentially, each statement could be selected by 100 percent 
of the group. The three statements were as follows: First, “Forgiveness is about my inner 
healing.” Second, “Forgiveness is about obeying God.” And third, “Forgiveness is about 
other people.” In the pre-course survey, 88 percent selected the first statement about inner 
healing. However, the post-course selection decreased by 30 percent (from 88% to 58%). 
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All the pre- and post-course responders selected the second statement about obedience. 
Sixty-four percent of the pre-course group selected the third statement concerning other 
people. However, all of the post-course responders selected this statement. 
 
Course Evaluation 
 Each group participant was asked to complete a course evaluation. The evaluation 
was divided into two sections. The first section was comprised of twenty-one statements 
with five response options related to the level of agreement with each statement. The 
second section was comprised of four questions with seven response options related to 
the relevant number of sessions in the study. 
 All the post-course survey responders attended at least four of the six sessions. 
Seventy-three percent read at least five of the pre-session materials. Sixty-three percent 
completed at least five of the personal reflection assignments. Additionally, 63 percent 
read at least five of the post-class reviews. 
 The evaluation of the forgiveness series by the group was 100 percent positive 
with the exception of four statements, which touched on feelings or behavioral changes. 
Sixty-five percent agreed with the statement, “This series helped me to release some 
personal hurts which were weighing on me.” Sixty percent agreed with the statement, 
“During this series, some painful memories were surfaced and the course helped me 
process them.” 
 Forty-five percent agreed with the statement, “Because of this series, I have 
resolved some personal issues.” Sixty-five percent agreed with the statement, “Because 
of this series, I will now address one or more unresolved relational issues.” 
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Conclusion 
 Those responding by way of the post-course survey and evaluation demonstrated 
changes in beliefs, feelings, and behaviors that align with the learning objectives of the 
curriculum. These same responders indicated positive attitudes about the series. These 
positive objective responses match this author‟s subjective evaluation of the group during 
the six sessions, leading to the conclusion that the series was successful in that it 
accomplished the basic stated objectives. 
 Previously, it was stated that to educate is to persuade one to believe or behave in 
a desired way. It was also stated that the ultimate goal of Christian education is changing 
lives with the goal of becoming more and more Christ-like. Thus, the real proof that the 
forgiveness curriculum was successful is in the future practice of the Heritage Bible 
group in extending forgiveness. While measuring this is beyond the scope of this paper, 
the present indication is that beliefs and practices were changed by this series on 
forgiveness. 
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 Ascending the Summit of Biblical Forgiveness 
 
 Many people love to hike in the mountains, as I do. When we are unfamiliar with 
a new or infrequently visited area, maps and marked trails are essential tools for most of 
us to be able to reach the hiking objective. Take a moment and picture forgiveness as a 
mountain whose peak soars upward to 14,000 feet. Anticipating the climb, we search for 
the trail. What if, however, there are duplicate paths at the base of the mountain and the 
hiker is unable to decipher which trail is best? Worse yet, what if it is not just a matter of 
which trail is best but which trail will actually traverse the mountain all the way to the 
summit of forgiveness? 
 In 2002 I began what I thought would be a very short hike. The map I selected 
was a popular Christian book on forgiveness.
1
 I was surprised where this map took me. 
So I picked up another book for comparison purposes, and then another. I soon 
discovered that Christian forgiveness is approached in three different ways in popular 
writings. If biblical forgiveness is a mountain with three faces and a trail on each face 
leads to the summit, then it would not be critical which path is selected. Each would take 
you to the same final destination. However, in keeping with this image, I believe that one 
of the trails at the base of the mountain only gives the appearance of ascending to the 
biblical summit. In actuality, if you follow this path you will end up at the top of a man 
made mountain. The other two trails do, in fact, lead toward the biblical summit. 
However, since neither of these two trails is always clearly marked, one may climb high 
up on the mountainside but never quite reach the summit. 
 Therefore, our goal is to rediscover the clearly marked path leading to the summit. 
I believe that you and I can discover this path anew. We will first need to orient ourselves 
to the three popular trails so we will recognize them when we come across them. Next we 
will need to fill our backpacks with a few Old Testament words and a few New 
Testament passages, which will be necessary provisions for the trip. Then we will be 
ready to locate the best path for our upward journey to the summit of biblical forgiveness. 
 Our primary objective on this hike is to rediscover biblical forgiveness. Discover 
means to obtain sight or knowledge of for the first time. When the prefix re is attached, 
the meaning is adjusted to obtain knowledge anew. That is exactly the aim of this study – 
to once more obtain biblical knowledge concerning forgiveness. 
 To reiterate, the reason a rediscovery is necessary is because much of the popular 
teachings and writings on forgiveness have only the appearance of being biblical, and yet, 
they have permeated our secular culture as well as the church. Many wrap their teachings 
in a biblical veneer. However, when the glitzy veneer is peeled away, we find the central 
themes are very different from scriptural truth. 
 Together we can rediscover biblical forgiveness. Together we can hike all the way 
to the summit of biblical forgiveness. Are you ready for an adventure? 
                                                 
1
When I use the term popular books it is to distinguish them from books that have an academic 
style of writing. 
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Session One 
 The Three Popular Models of Forgiveness 
 
 During the first session, you will become acquainted with the three models of 
forgiveness found within popular Christian books. Almost any popular Christian book on 
forgiveness will adhere to one of these three models. As you will see throughout this 
series, the popularity of the models is in inverse proportion to the Bible‟s teaching on 
human-to-human forgiveness. That is to say, the most popular model has the least biblical 
support and the least popular model best represents the actual teaching of the Bible. 
 In preparation for the first session, you are being provided with two resources that 
will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. The first is a short reading 
guide and the second is an introduction to the three models. The best way to prepare for 
the class is to utilize the reading guide and to read through each introduction. 
 You will notice that one of the three reading guides and the respective 
introduction is highlighted. The highlighted reading guide is the specific portion you are 
being asked to prepare to share with the class during the first session. 
 Please read all three introductions, observing the differences in each approach to 
forgiveness. Completing the two non-highlighted reading guides is optional; however, 
you will benefit from interacting with these additional questions as well. 
 
Assignment #1 Read all three introductions. 
Assignment #2 Complete the highlighted reading guide. 
Optional  Complete the two non-highlighted reading guides. 
Early in my pastoral ministry I noticed an interesting fact: nearly all the 
personal problems that drive people to seek pastoral counsel are related in 
some way to the issue of forgiveness. The typical counselee’s most 
troublesome problems would be significantly diminished (and in some cases 
solved completely) by a right understanding of what Scripture says about 
forgiveness. 
~ John MacArthur 
The Freedom and Power of Forgiveness, p. 7. 
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Preparing for Class Discussion 
 
Reading Guide 
 An Introduction to Model One 
 
Paragraphs 1-3 
1. As presented in the first three paragraphs, are there any aspects of Model One that 
you find attractive? If so, what are they? 
 
 
 
 
2. Were you able to discern a primary focus within the first three paragraphs? If so, 
what is the focus of Model One? 
 
 
Paragraph 4 
3. Based on paragraph 4 (but in your own words), define forgiveness as used in 
Model One. 
 
 
 
4. According to Model One, when one forgives, the one being released is _________ 
 
 . 
 
Paragraph 5 
5. Based on your reading of paragraph 5, complete the following sentence:  
“An offense is when someone ________________________________________.” 
  
 
 
Paragraph 6 
6. Based on paragraph 6, what is the role of reconciliation within Model One? 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 7 
7. Based on the last paragraph, please give a one-sentence summary of the first 
model. 
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 Reading Guide 
An Introduction to Model Two 
 
Paragraphs 1 and 2 
1. As presented in the first two paragraphs, are there any aspects of Model Two 
which you find attractive? If so, what are they? 
 
 
 
 
2. Were you able to discern a primary focus within the first two paragraphs? If so, 
what is the focus of Model Two? 
 
 
Paragraphs 3-5 
3. Based on paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 (but in your own words), define forgiveness as 
used in Model Two. 
 
 
 
4. According to Model Two, when one forgives, the one being released is ________ 
 
 . 
 
Paragraph 6 
5. Based on your reading of paragraph 6, complete the following sentence:  
“An offense is when someone ________________________________________.” 
 
 
Paragraph 7 
6. Based on paragraph 7, what is the role of reconciliation within Model Two? 
 
 
 
 
Paragraphs 8 and 9 
7. Based on the last two paragraphs, please give a one sentence summary of the 
second model. 
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 Reading Guide 
An Introduction to Model Three 
 
Paragraph 1 
1. As presented in the first paragraph, are there any aspects of Model Three that you 
find attractive? If so, what are they? 
 
 
 
 
2. Were you able to discern a primary focus within the first paragraph? If so, what is 
the focus of Model Three? 
 
 
Paragraph 2 
3. Based on paragraph 2 (but in your own words), define forgiveness as used in 
Model Three. 
 
 
 
4. According to Model Three, when one forgives, the one being released is _______ 
 
 . 
 
Paragraph 3 
5. Based on your reading of paragraph 3, complete the following sentence: 
“An offense is when someone ________________________________________.” 
 
 
Paragraphs 4 and 5 
6. Based on paragraphs 4 and 5, what is the role of reconciliation within Model 
Three? 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 6 
7. Based on the last paragraph, please give a one-sentence summary of the third 
model. 
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 An Introduction to Model One 
 
1  The first of the three popular models of forgiveness recognizes that, when you are 
deeply hurt by another, the pain of the event often settles deep in your soul. The hurt 
surfaces painful memories that can be accompanied by fiery anger, deep resentment, 
and crippling bitterness. The experience of being treated unfairly makes you feel like 
a prisoner confined for years with damaged emotions as cellmates. 
2  Forgiving others is one of the greatest challenges you will ever face. At times, 
well-meaning people may urge you to “Just forgive.” Such simplistic statements do 
not grasp the depth of Jesus‟ teachings on forgiveness or the deep-heart process 
involved in forgiving. 
3  The fact is, if you are like many people, you desire to be free from past offenses 
or deep hurts. Wish as you might, you may continue to carry the bitter memories and 
hard feelings toward those who wronged you. But don‟t give up, because you can 
forgive even the worst offenses and find freedom from the past and peace in the 
present. This can be yours as you learn to forgive from the heart. You can stop the 
harm that comes to you from your painful past. You can put an end to your past 
robbing you of your future. 
4  Forgiveness means to release. When you forgive, a release takes place. It is as if 
you are walking out of your anger, bitterness, and resentment. In fact, you might even 
say that the very reason you forgive is not to let the other guy off the hook, but rather 
to let yourself off the hook. Once you are unhooked, you can move on with your life. 
As you let the one who hurt you go on his way with forgiveness, you free yourself to 
live a life of healing and hope. This is total forgiveness and it is the only way you will 
ever find freedom and release from the offense and the painful past. 
5  The type of hurts that call for forgiveness are those that are personal, unfair, and 
deep. The unfairness of the deep hurt lies in your experience of it, not in the intention 
of the one who caused it. When you feel the painful jab, you sense the unfairness. The 
responsible one may be an unfair schoolteacher, an incompetent boss, or even your 
dad, with his imperfections. You experience hurt – deep hurt – and so you know it 
was personal, unfair, and very painful. 
6  When you truly forgive someone, you are not saying you desire to spend time 
together. You are saying that you release the bitterness in your heart concerning what 
was done to you. When you forgive, you are free to ask God to bless the one who hurt 
you. If it works out that the two of you are able to build a relationship, that is 
commendable. However, the work of forgiveness is achieved when you discover your 
own personal freedom and are free to ask God to bless the one who hurt you. 
7  Forgiveness is a great gift. When the deep hurts that you never deserved 
continually flow from your past into your present, forgiveness is needed. The one 
who first feels the healing power of forgiveness (and sometimes the only one who is 
healed) is the one who forgives. When you forgive, you open the prison door and let 
out a prisoner – then you discover you were the prisoner. Forgiveness is a gift you 
give yourself. It is self-healing. 
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 An Introduction to Model Two 
 
1  The second of the three popular models of forgiveness comes face to face with 
God‟s Word. With the use of imperatives and forceful participles, the New Testament 
clearly contains directives for human-to-human forgiveness. The Bible is very clear 
about your responsibility to forgive. Forgiveness is a constant and perhaps somewhat 
irritating theme of the New Testament. The bottom line is that you have been 
commanded to forgive as you have been forgiven. 
2  When someone sins against you it is as though they borrowed money from you 
and are now in your debt. They owe you a moral debt. It is not the kind of debt they 
can actually pay off, so the debt remains outstanding. While the debt cannot be 
recovered, you can follow the directives of Scripture to remove the debt. 
3  Forgiveness is simply doing the right thing; it is a simple matter of obedience. It 
involves a decision of the will – a choice to obey. It is your duty as a Christian, the 
act by which you move upward toward God.  
4  Forgiveness is also resolving to live with the consequences of another person‟s 
sin. It is a heartfelt decision in which you release someone from an obligation 
incurred when you were mistreated. When you truly forgive, you cancel the 
offender‟s debt and release him from any obligation to repay you. Forgiveness is a 
voluntary, rational decision in which you set aside an offense. It is the act of setting 
someone free from an obligation that resulted from a wrong done to you. When you 
forgive, it is as though you are wiping the slate clean. 
5  Forgiveness is an inward choice (not an emotion) producing a promise. The 
statement, I forgive you, is a promise never to review the offense or bring it up again 
to anyone. In essence, forgiving is saying I resolve not to remember the offense, not 
to hold a grudge, and to never try to collect the debt. 
6  Forgiveness concerns actual sin and not a disruption of your personal preferences. 
It functions in the sphere where God‟s holy standards have been transgressed. 
Forgiveness is not about excusing someone. If their actions can be excused, it is not 
sin and forgiveness is not required. 
7  The goal of forgiveness is to restore the broken and stressed relationship. 
However, only forgiveness is within your power. You can forgive, but it takes two to 
accomplish reconciliation. When you forgive the person who sinned against you, you 
are bouncing the ball into her court. It is then her responsibility to respond positively 
to the forgiveness you have granted. 
8  First, you should forgive because God has directed the Christian to do so. It is a 
matter of obedience. Second, you should forgive because Scripture instructs you to 
imitate God and to forgive as He forgives. It is a matter of imitating. Third, you 
should forgive because God graciously forgives you. It is a matter of gratitude. 
9  Since the Bible commands you to forgive others, when you refuse to do so, you 
are disobeying God. It is a simple decision. You either decide to obey or disobey. The 
primary focus of forgiving is making a sincere decision to release the other person 
from the debt incurred. 
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 An Introduction to Model Three 
 
1  The third of the three popular models of forgiveness recognizes that an offense 
can create a great chasm separating two friends and that forgiveness is the only bridge 
capable of bringing the two back into relationship. In order to cross this bridge, one 
often needs to understand the offender. The real purpose of understanding the 
offender is to help you see the difference between what the sinner did and who the 
sinner is. It is beneficial to see things from the other person‟s point of view, 
regardless if you believe it is valid or not. 
2  Forgiveness is regaining a sister or brother. When you forgive, you go to a sister, 
you seek out a brother, and you rediscover each other. Forgiveness is a two-way street 
in which differences are resolved and relationship is recreated between persons of 
equal worth. When you forgive you do not leave the other person with the burden of 
something to live down; instead, you offer the person something to live with. You 
offer them friendship. Forgiveness is the mutual recognition that repentance is 
genuine and that right relationships have either been restored or are now being 
achieved. 
3  The offenses that separate are serious breaches in relationships. Love should 
always cover the minor differences and preference issues. It is sin – betrayal, fraud, 
adultery, etc. – not petty differences, which calls for forgiveness. 
4  Reconciliation is the goal of forgiveness. Forgiveness is not finally complete until 
the severed relationship is restored. While forgiveness is a critical step, it is but one 
crucial step in the process of moving toward the larger goal of embracing a former 
enemy in a community of love. Restoration between you and the one who has sinned 
against you is not possible without forgiveness, and forgiveness should always lead 
beyond itself to restored relationships. 
5  You are not truly engaging in the forgiving process until you seek to take 
whatever steps are possible in an attempt to restore, reconstruct, and rediscover a 
relationship. Unless and until you seek restoration, you have not truly entered the 
forgiveness process. Seeking forgiveness is not an optional goal. It is the central task, 
and, when it is not possible, we grieve the loss and experience the failure of the 
relationship. Bitterness is a waste of time, repayment is impossible, revenge is 
powerless, resentment is not practical, but forgiveness rebuilds. 
6  The more familiar stories of forgiveness are not two-way streets. They tend to be 
brave stories of one driving down a one-way street in which he discovers the mystery 
of the forgiving heart. The other person in the story simply goes in some other 
direction and does not affect the drive. Contrary to these stories is the forgiveness we 
find in the Bible. It presents a two-way street. Better yet, forgiveness is a two-way 
bridge upon which two alienated persons rebuild the relationship. 
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    Class Discussion 
 
 Probing the Three Popular Models of Forgiveness 
 
1. What did you find attractive in the three models? 
a. What is attractive about Model One? 
 
 
b. What is attractive about Model Two? 
 
 
c. What is attractive about Model Three? 
 
 
2. Were you able to discern a focus for each model? If so, what is the focus? 
a. What is the focus of Model One? 
 
 
b. What is the focus of Model Two? 
 
 
c. What is the focus of Model Three? 
 
 
3. How is forgiveness defined in the various models? 
a. Model One defines forgiveness as 
 
 
b. Model Two defines forgiveness as 
 
 
c. Model Three defines forgiveness as 
 
 
4. When forgiveness is granted, who is released in the various models? 
a. Who is released in Model One? 
 
 
b. Who is released in Model Two? 
 
 
c. Who is released in Model Three? 
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5. How do the various models view an offense? 
a. According to Model One, an offense is 
 
 
b. According to Model Two, an offense is 
 
 
c. According to Model Three, an offense is 
 
 
6. What is the role of reconciliation in the various models? 
a. Explain the role of reconciliation in Model One. 
 
 
b. Explain the role of reconciliation in Model Two. 
 
 
c. Explain the role of reconciliation in Model Three. 
 
 
7. How would you summarize each model? 
a. Please summarize Model One. 
 
 
 
 
b. Please summarize Model Two. 
 
 
 
 
c. Please summarize Model Three. 
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 Distinctive Elements of the Three Popular Models 
Outline for Class Lecture 
 
Model One 
 
1. The first distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Therapeutic forgiveness 
means               . 
 
 
2. The second distinctive is that one‟s      of an experience is what 
determines if forgiveness is needed. 
 
 
3. The third distinctive is the need to      God. 
 
 
Model Two 
 
1.  The first distinctive is that forgiveness is about      . 
 
 
2. The second distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Judicial forgiveness is a   
 
            . 
 
 
3. The third distinctive is that the term     is most often used when 
describing an event that calls for forgiveness. 
 
 
4. The fourth distinctive is that reconciliation is      . 
 
 
Model Three 
 
1. The first distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Restorative forgiveness is the  
 
            . 
 
 
2. The second distinctive is the                  connection of reconciliation. 
 
* See pages 101-104 for the text of the three class lectures. 
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   Comparing the Three Popular Models 
Review and Question and Answer 
1. The phrase describing the model: 
1  Forgiving to escape negative emotions 
2  Forgiving to obey God 
3  Forgiving to move toward restoring a relationship 
2. The adjective defining the model: 
1  Therapeutic 
2 Judicial 
3  Restorative 
3. A general definition of forgiveness:  
1  Releasing oneself from distressing emotions 
2 Releasing another from the moral debt incurred when he sinned against you  
3  The mutual recognition that repentance is genuine and that right relationships 
have either been restored or are now being achieved 
4. The offense calling for forgiveness:  
1 An offense is any event causing a deep hurt, regardless of the offender‟s 
intentions, which creates a need for the one deeply hurt to forgive. 
2 An offense is a sin, a clear violation of God‟s holy standard. 
3 Same as Model Two. 
5. The persons released by forgiving:  
1 Three persons are released when you forgive (the offender, self, and God). 
2 The offender is released from the debt incurred by sin. 
3 Same as Model Two. 
6. The key virtue: 
1 Personal health 
2 Obedience 
3 Love 
7. The spiritual focal point: 
1 Inner tranquility 
2 Loving God 
3 Community 
8. The focus: 
1 Inward 
2 Upward 
3 Outward 
9. Forgiveness is about: 
1 Self and self-healing 
2 God and following His commands 
3 Others (or perhaps mutuality) 
10. The role of reconciliation: 
1 A good objective but not essential since forgiveness is about self, not others 
2 The goal, but forgiveness is primarily about obeying God 
3 Essential for the journey; is not complete until reconciliation has occurred 
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 Identifying the Model 
Class Discussion 
 
1. The Adoption 
a. Ginger was adopted as an infant. She has no memory of her birth mom. 
The only parents she has ever known are Dan and Sue Miller who raised 
her since she was four months old. Ginger loves the Millers. However, 
Ginger struggles with anger toward her birth mother. She feels rejected 
and abandoned. Ginger was finally able to deal with her anger and forgave 
her invisible mother for whatever wrong she did.
1
 
 
b. What is your analysis of this example? Which model of forgiveness does it 
follow? 
 
 
 
2. The Gun Shot 
a. In 1997 a freshman in high school walked up to a group of students and 
began to fire his automatic pistol. The press interviewed many relatives of 
the victims in the days following the shooting. No one spoke with 
bitterness or a desire for vengeance. From her hospital room, one of the 
injured girls sent a message to the boy who had deliberately shot her: I 
forgive you.
2
 
 
b. What is your analysis of this example? Which model of forgiveness does it 
follow? 
 
 
 
3. The Unfair Colleague 
a. “A colleague of mine once wrote a private letter to my board to accuse me 
of some theological delinquencies. His letter was unfair to me, and it 
caused me a lot of trouble. I believe that my colleague meant to be fair. 
But what he meant and what I experienced were two different things. It 
was unfair, no matter if he meant it to be fair. And the unfairness of it 
threw me into a crisis.”3 
 
b. What is your analysis of this example? Which model of forgiveness does it 
follow? 
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4. The Book 
a. Robert invited Jeff, a good friend and colleague, to write an endorsement 
for his new book. Jeff declined, partly because there wasn‟t enough in the 
book with which he agreed, and partly because he didn‟t really approve of 
some of the people with whom Robert was associating. Robert was hurt. 
He knew that Jeff was not an enemy, but he still needed to forgive him.
4
 
 
b. What is your analysis of this example? Which model of forgiveness does it 
follow? 
 
 
 
5. The Nazi Guard 
a. Corrie ten Boom tells of the time she was speaking to a large audience 
about God‟s forgiveness. After she finished speaking, a man walked 
toward her. Not just any man but a former guard at a concentration camp. 
He did not remember her, but she remembered him. He was one of the 
cruelest guards. He said, “A fine message, Fraulein! How good it is to 
know that, as you say, all our sins are at the bottom of the sea!”  
 
As he extended his hand, he continued, “You mentioned Ravensbruck in 
your talk. I was a guard there. But since that time I have become a 
Christian. I know that God has forgiven me for the cruel things I did there, 
but I would like to hear it from your lips as well. Fraulein, will you forgive 
me?” 
 
Corrie ten Boom just stood there. “I whose sins had again and again to be 
forgiven – could not forgive. . . . I stood there with the coldness clutching 
my heart. But forgiveness is not an emotion – I knew that too. Forgiveness 
is an act of the will, and the will can function regardless of the temperature 
of the heart. Jesus, help me! I prayed silently. I can lift my hand. I can do 
that much. You supply the feeling.” 
 
Corrie ten Boom somewhat mechanically thrust her hand into the 
outstretched hand of the former Nazi guard. She remembers, “As I did, an 
incredible thing took place. The current started in my shoulder, raced 
down my arm, sprang into our joined hands. And then this healing warmth 
seemed to flood my whole being, bringing tears to my eyes. I forgive you, 
brother! I cried. With my whole heart.”5 
 
b. What is your analysis of this example? Which model of forgiveness does it 
follow? 
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 Personal Reflection 
 
1. List an event that has left you with a lingering deep hurt. What terms best describe 
the hurt you feel? 
 
 
 
 
2. As you reflect on the event, was there a clear violation of God‟s standards? 
 
a. If so, what was the sin(s)? 
 
 
 
b. If not, what was it about this event that caused you such deep hurt? 
 
 
 
3. Have you been able to forgive the person who sinned against you? 
 
 
 
4. Did the other person repent? 
 
 
 
5. Have you made attempts to rebuild the relationship? 
 
a. If so, how? 
 
 
 
b. If not, why not? 
For the Christian, forgiving someone is a sacred act done before God in 
response to His forgiveness of us and His command to forgive others. 
 
 ~ John Nieder and Thomas M. Thompson 
Forgive and Love Again, p. 79. 
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 Distinctive Elements of Model One 
Class Lecture 
 A descriptive phrase and an adjective will help you identify how the first model 
approaches forgiveness. The identifying phrase is forgive to escape negative emotions. 
The adjective is therapeutic. Model One views forgiveness as a form of therapy by which 
you obtain freedom from negative emotions. 
 The first distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Forgiveness means to release 
self from damaging emotions. When someone hurts you, often anger, bitterness, and 
resentment accumulate in your soul. When you forgive, you free yourself from this 
emotional prison. Ketterman and Hazard write, “If we follow the path of forgiveness that 
Jesus taught, there can be a definite end to the harm that comes from the painful events of 
our past. We can stop the past from robbing our future.”6 Arterburn equates forgiveness 
with self-healing when he writes, “Give him or her forgiveness from your heart so your 
heart can be free.”7 The therapeutic model views forgiveness as a path to self-healing. 
 The second distinctive is that one‟s perception of an experience is what 
determines if forgiveness is needed. A subjective standard is used to evaluate an event. 
When one perceives an event to be unfair, personal, and painful, forgiveness is necessary. 
What is critical is one‟s experience and interpretation of the event, not the actual 
intention of the other person. Smedes writes, “The unfairness of the hurt often lies in the 
experience of the victim, not in the intention of the one who causes it.”8 
 Therapeutic forgiveness relies on feelings of unfairness and pain rather than on 
one actually being blameworthy. Blameworthiness points to an objective standard for 
which one is held accountable. Hurt points to an experience that was painful and viewed 
as unfair. The terms hurt and offense are used more often than sin when describing an 
event calling for forgiveness. 
 This distinctive is illustrated in the following story. Jack and his co-worker 
Brandon were good friends. Jack asked Brandon to write a letter of recommendation. 
Brandon declined due to his observations of Jack‟s poor work ethic and productivity. 
Jack was deeply hurt and felt Brandon had treated him unfairly, even if it was 
unintentional. Jack knew he needed to forgive Brandon so he could get rid of his hurt and 
bitterness. 
 The third distinctive is the need to forgive God. The idea of forgiving God is 
consistent with forgiving someone who is not blameworthy. Since forgiving is seen as the 
appropriate action when one perceives an act as unfair, it is reasonable to forgive God. 
Kendall writes, “Any bitterness toward God grieves the Holy Spirit. We therefore must 
forgive Him – though He is not guilty – for allowing evil to touch our lives.”9 Forgiving 
God when He is not at fault makes sense only if forgiving is viewed as the means of 
freeing self from bitterness, disappointment, and hurt. 
 The three distinctive keys are releasing self from negative emotions, perceptions 
of unfairness, and forgiving God. First, therapeutic forgiveness is a form of self-help by 
which you set yourself free from a prison of destructive emotions. Second, it is your 
perception of an experience that determines if it needs to be forgiven. Unfairness and 
pain are what matter most, not the other person‟s intentions. Third, forgiving God is 
reasonable since He, at times, appears to treat you unfairly. 
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 Distinctive Elements of Model Two 
Class Lecture 
 A descriptive phrase and an adjective will help you identify how the second 
model approaches forgiveness. The identifying phrase is forgive to obey God. The 
adjective is judicial. Model Two views forgiveness as obediently responding to God. 
 The first distinctive is that forgiveness is about obeying God. Judicial forgiveness 
is about fulfilling one‟s duty. It is simple biblical forgiveness. MacArthur says, 
“Forgiveness is a simple matter of obedience.”10 Nieder and Thompson write, “God‟s 
Word repeatedly tells us that we can and must forgive those who wrong us in just the 
same ways as God has forgiven us.”11 
 The second distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Forgiveness is a decision 
to release another from a debt. Nieder and Thompson say, “Forgiveness is the heartfelt 
decision to release the person who hurt you from the obligation incurred when you were 
mistreated.”12 MacArthur writes, “Forgiveness is a voluntary, rational decision to set the 
offense aside.”13 The judicial model understands forgiveness to be a willful, rational, 
sincere decision to set the offense aside and release the debtor. 
 The third distinctive is that the term sin is most often used when describing an 
event that calls for forgiveness. The judicial model understands that forgiveness concerns 
sins not annoyances. An event calling for forgiveness is not determined by one‟s 
subjective feelings or experiences but God‟s objective standards. 
 This distinctive is illustrated in the following story. Sara and Kelly were very 
good friends. Even though they did not work together, they both knew each other‟s co-
workers. Sara invited her co-workers to a dinner party. With Sara‟s encouragement, each 
co-worker invited a couple of friends. When Kelly learned of the party, she felt rejected 
since she was not invited. Kelly‟s hurt was real and somewhat intense since she thought 
of Sara as her best friend. As Kelly worked through her hurt, she realized that there was 
nothing to forgive because Sara had not done anything wrong. 
 The fourth distinctive is that reconciliation is not seriously stressed. Forgiving is 
the action of one person when he sets another free. Reconciliation requires the actions of 
two people. You can forgive by yourself, but reconciliation depends on the response of 
the other person. When you forgive, you open a door and wait to see if the offender will 
walk through it. Reconciliation is important; however, it is not essential to the act of 
forgiving. When a person forgives, she has fulfilled her obligation. 
 The four distinctive keys of judicial forgiveness are obedience, the decision to 
release another, sin, and no requirement to pursue reconciliation. First, we forgive 
because God tells us to forgive. Second, forgiveness is a sincere decision to release 
another from the debt incurred when another sinned against you. Third, forgiveness 
concerns a sin, that is, a violation of God‟s standard. Fourth, when you forgive you have 
fulfilled your duty and have opened the door to reconciliation. It is up to the forgiven to 
walk through the door. 
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 Distinctive Elements of Model Three 
Class Lecture 
 A descriptive phrase and an adjective will help you identify how the third model 
approaches forgiveness. The identifying phrase is forgive to move toward restoring a 
relationship. The adjective is restorative. Model Three views forgiveness as regaining a 
friend. This model is very similar to the second model except for two distinctive 
elements. 
 The first distinctive is the definition of forgiveness. Restorative forgiveness is the 
regaining of a brother or sister. It is going to another seeking to reconnect. Augsburger 
writes, “Forgiveness is not leaving a person with the burden of „something to live down‟ 
– it is offering the other someone to live with! A friend like you.”14 He also states, 
“Forgiveness, by definition, is the mutual recognition that repentance is genuine and that 
right relationships have either been restored or are now achieved.”15 
 The second distinctive is the necessary connection of reconciliation. The 
restorative model views reconciliation as essential in order for forgiveness to be 
accomplished. Forgiveness is seen as a step on the path to reconciliation. Without 
reconciliation, forgiveness is incomplete. Augsburger writes, “Reconciliation is the goal 
of genuine forgiveness.”16 He also says, “Forgiveness is not finally complete until the 
severed friendship is mended.”17  
 These two distinctive elements are illustrated in the following story. Jim and Gary 
had been friends since high school. Gary began to gamble on the Internet. On one 
occasion when he could not cover his losses, he stole a valuable shotgun from Jim. More 
importantly, the gun was irreplaceable since it had belonged to Jim‟s grandfather. When 
Jim discovered the theft, he was extremely angry. He felt betrayed and rejected, and he 
grieved the loss of the gun that carried so many memories of hunting with his granddad. 
Gary repentantly approached Jim and replaced the shotgun with a new one. Jim worked 
through his anger and forgave Gary. At times he wanted to just move on with his life and 
focus on the friendships that were safe and secure. However, he knew that God intended 
forgiveness to be a bridge that reconnects alienated people. So Jim worked hard at 
rebuilding his relationship with Gary. 
 The two distinctive keys of restorative forgiveness can be summed up with the 
word reconciliation. Forgiveness is not viewed as merely obeying or simply setting 
another free from a debt. It is understood as regaining a friend. Augsburger writes, “We 
are not engaged in the process of forgiving and being forgiven until we seek to take 
whatever steps are possible toward attempting to restore, reconstruct, and rediscover a 
relationship.”18 
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 Session Two 
 The Old Testament Foundations of Forgiveness 
 
 During the first session, you became acquainted with the three models of 
forgiveness found within popular Christian books. In this second session, you will 
explore three central issues regarding the foundations of forgiveness within the Old 
Testament. You will explore the need for forgiveness, the basis of forgiveness, and a few 
pictures of forgiveness found in the very picturesque Hebrew language. 
 In preparation for the second session, you are being provided with two resources 
that will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. The first is a brief 
introduction to five Hebrew words for forgiveness. The second is a guide to your 
personal interaction with several passages from the Old Testament. The best way to 
prepare for the class is to read through the introduction and interact with the selected 
Bible verses. 
 
Assignment #1 Read Exploring Five Key Hebrew Words for Forgiveness 
Assignment #2 Complete Interacting with the Bible 
Anyone who does not live by forgiveness must have some other kind of 
religion and should not be called a Christian. 
 
~ Glen H. Stassen 
Living the Sermon on the Mount, p. 155. 
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      Preparing for Class Discussion 
 
 Exploring Five Key Hebrew Words for Forgiveness 
 
 The basic meaning of the first of the following five Hebrew words is forgive. The 
primary meaning of the other four words is something other than to forgive. However, in 
the picturesque Hebrew language, these words not only include forgiveness in the range 
of meanings but also graphically paint a picture of the magnificence of forgiveness. 
The LORD forgives sin 
 If you were reading the Bible for the first time, you likely would be very surprised 
to discover that the God of the Bible – the living God who is holy, just, powerful, and 
sovereign – is a forgiving God. He is absolutely holy and just, and yet He forgives. The 
Hebrew word  translated “forgive” or “pardon” is only used of God forgiving 
humans.
1
 This is one of a very few Old Testament words that is only used of God. It is 
never used of man forgiving man. 
The LORD lifts up and carries away sin 
 The Hebrew word  is translated “forgive” eleven times and “pardon” four 
times in the New American Standard Bible. This word has three separate meanings. First, 
it means to lift up. It is used in this way both literally and figuratively. Second, it denotes 
to bear or carry, especially when referring to bearing the guilt or punishment of sin. 
Third, it stresses the idea of taking away, and from this usage emerges the meaning to 
forgive or to pardon sins.
2
 Thus, to forgive reflects the picture of lifting up and carrying 
away. 
The LORD hides sin 
 The Hebrew word  normally means cover, but it is translated “forgive” in 
Nehemiah 4:5. The general meaning of  is to cover, conceal, or hide.
3
 If locusts were 
so numerous that they were everywhere,  would convey that the entire land is 
covered. If one were attempting to conceal his criminal actions,  would convey his 
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attempt to cover up his crime. Likewise, God takes the sins of a person and conceals 
them. God is not hiding one‟s sin so that He can ignore it. He is graciously covering the 
sin so that it is removed from His holy presence. 
The LORD erases sin 
 The Hebrew word  is almost always translated to “wipe” or “blot out.” It 
means to wipe, to wipe out, and thus to blot out or erase. Erasures in ancient leather 
scrolls were made by washing or sponging off the ink rather than blotting or marking 
out.
4
 Literally, wipe out is more accurate than blot out in conveying the meaning of 
expunging. The English dictionary says that the verb “to blot” primarily refers to a spot, 
stain, or spatter with a discoloring substance. However, it can also refer to removing with 
absorbing material such as to blot up water. If by blot, one is thinking of absorbing so 
that the stain is removed, then blot conveys the meanings of . However, if one is 
thinking of blot as staining something to cover it up, then blot does not communicate the 
concept of forgiveness found in . The idea is to expunge rather than to discolor. The 
concept is to erase sin by removing the stain, not to hide it with a darker stain as one 
might mark through a mistake on a piece of paper. 
The LORD removes sin far from the sinner 
 The Hebrew word  is translated to “remove.” The primary meaning 
expresses the state of a person or thing as being far from someone or something else.
5
 It 
can refer to a place that is far away or it can be used as a warning to stay far away from 
something. Concerning sin, it pictures God taking one‟s sins and removing them far, far 
away from the person. 
Summary 
 The Old Testament picture of forgiveness seen through these five Hebrew words 
is incomplete since forgiveness is based upon the sacrifice of Jesus. In that sense, these 
words are symbolic of what was to be accomplished through His sacrificial death. 
Nevertheless, they also speak of real forgiveness. God takes away sin, He covers it, He 
erases it, and He removes it far, far away from the sinner. 
  
108 
 Interacting with the Bible 
 
1. Exploring Exodus 34:9 
a. Setting 
i. While Moses was on Mount Sinai for forty days, the people 
became impatient and concerned. They built the golden calf. God 
was angry. Moses interceded on their behalf and God reconsidered. 
After God disclosed to Moses His veiled glory, Moses made the 
request recorded in Exodus 34:9. 
ii. The Hebrew word  is translated “pardon.” 
b. Text 
“[Moses] said, „If now I have found favor in Your sight, O Lord, I 
pray, let the Lord go along in our midst, even though the people 
are so obstinate, and pardon our iniquity and our sin, and take us as 
Your own possession.‟” 
c. Questions 
(1) What request does Moses make? 
 
 
(2) What is the foundation upon which this request rests? 
 
 
(3) For what do the people need to be pardoned ( )? 
 
 
2. Exploring Psalm 86:5 
a. Setting 
The psalmist uses the related adjective ( ). This word only 
appears this one time in Scripture. It means ready to forgive.
6
  
b. Text 
i. “For You, Lord, are good, and ready to forgive, and abundant in 
lovingkindness to all who call upon You.” 
ii. The Message reads, “You‟re well-known as good and forgiving, 
bighearted to all who ask for help.” 
c. Questions 
i. The psalmist lists some qualities of God. What are they? 
 
 
ii. The psalmist says that God is “ready to forgive.” What is the 
significance of this? 
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3. Exploring Numbers 14:19 
a. Setting 
i. When the twelve scouts returned from surveying the Promised 
Land, cities and people, there was a majority and minority report. 
The majority said they should not go into the land because there 
were giants and the people were too strong. The minority report 
agreed with the reported facts but not with the conclusion. Joshua 
and Caleb said they should enter for God had given them the land. 
The people chose the majority report and complained that God had 
led them into a bad situation. They demanded new leaders. Moses 
interceded. Part of his intercession is recorded in Numbers 14:19. 
ii. The Hebrew word  is translated “pardon.” 
iii. The Hebrew word  is translated “have forgiven.” 
 b. Text 
“Pardon, I pray, the iniquity of this people according to the 
greatness of Your lovingkindness, just as You also have forgiven 
this people, from Egypt even until now.” 
 c. Questions 
  i. What request does Moses make? 
 
  ii. What is the foundation upon which this request rests? 
 
 
  iii. How does this verse contribute to your understanding of   
   forgiveness? 
 
 
4. Exploring Psalm 32:1 
a. Setting 
i. David wrote this Psalm of confession. 
ii. He used the word  which is translated “forgiven.” 
iii. He also used the word , which is translated “covered.” 
b. Text 
“How blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is 
covered!” 
c. Questions 
i. How does David‟s use of the two words for forgiveness in the 
same verse contribute to your understanding of forgiveness? 
 
 
ii. What is the status of the one whose transgression is taken away 
(  and covered ( )? 
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5. Exploring Psalm 51:1-2 
a. Setting 
i. David wrote this Psalm of confession following a period of sin in 
which he had committed adultery and murder. 
ii. The Hebrew word  is translated “blot out” in verse 1. 
b. Text 
“Be gracious to me, O God, according to Your lovingkindness; 
according to the greatness of Your compassion blot out my 
transgressions. Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity and cleanse 
me from my sin.” 
c. Questions 
i. What is the foundation upon which this request rests? What does 
this mean? 
 
 
ii. How do the terms wash and cleanse contribute to your 
understanding of  and forgiveness? 
 
 
6. Exploring Psalm 103:12 
a. Setting 
i. David pens this Psalm, which praises Yahweh. 
ii. The Hebrew word  is translated “remove.” 
b. Text 
i. “As far as the east is from the west, so far has He removed our 
transgressions from us.” 
ii. The Message reads, “And as far as sunrise is from sunset, he has 
separated us from our sins.” 
c. Questions 
i. How does this verse contribute to your understanding of 
forgiveness? 
 
 
ii. How does this verse make you feel? 
 
 
 
7. Summarize how these five Hebrew words impact your view of forgiveness. 
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      Class Discussion 
 
 Exploring the Old Testament 
 
Why is Forgiveness Necessary? 
 
The introduction of sin 
 Adam and Eve walked in the Garden of Eden in unhindered relationship with 
God. Human sin was only a possibility, not a reality (cf. Genesis 2:17). The serpent 
enticed Eve with the forbidden fruit and convinced her to question the goodness of God 
(cf. Genesis 3:5-6). After eating of the fruit, Eve persuaded Adam to join her. Human sin 
was now a reality. Their relationship with God was hindered and Adam and Eve were 
banished from the garden. Their status and that of their offspring had changed 
significantly. This original sin impacted the entire human race. The writer of Genesis 
demonstrates this impact in the chapters following Adam and Eve‟s original sin. 
 
The impact of sin 
1. How is sin manifested in Genesis 4? 
 
2. How is sin manifested in Genesis 5? 
 
3. What is the status of mankind according to Exodus 34:7? 
 
 
Three key words for sin 
1. The first key word is sin. The root of the Hebrew word  which is translated 
“sin,” basically means to miss the mark or to miss the way.7 
 
a. How do the following passages on the root word for sin contribute to your 
understanding of sin? 
i. Judges 20:16 – Out of all these people 700 choice men were left-
handed; each one could sling a stone at a hair and not miss.  
 
ii. Proverbs 19:2 – Also it is not good for a person to be without 
knowledge, and he who hurries his footsteps errs.  
 
b. Through God‟s revelation, Israel learned that sin is failure to obey God‟s 
will and to disregard the rights of other people. Sin is an extremely serious 
matter that could be taken care of only by a creative and gracious act of 
the merciful God.
8
 
 
 
c. Please summarize the meaning, implications, and significance of sin. 
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2. The second key word is transgression. The root of the Hebrew word  which 
is translated “transgression,” basically means to breach a relationship (i.e., 
transgression, rebellion, or revolt).
9
 
 
a. How does the use of the root word in the following passages contribute to 
your understanding of transgression? 
i. Hosea 8:1 – Put the trumpet to your lips! Like an eagle the enemy 
comes against the house of the LORD, because they have 
transgressed My covenant and rebelled against My law.  
 
Note 1: “Transgressed” is the translation of the word . The 
basic meaning refers to movement. Here the usage conveys to 
move outside or beyond the requirements of God‟s commands.10 
Note 2: “Rebelled” is the translation of the word , which is 
often translated “transgression” or “rebellion.” 
 
ii. Isaiah 59:13 – Transgressing and denying the LORD, and turning 
away from our God, speaking oppression and revolt, conceiving in 
and uttering from the heart lying words. 
 
Note 1: “Transgressing” is the translation of the word . 
Note 2: “Revolt” is the translation of a word that means to turn 
aside.
11
 
 
iii. Hosea 7:13 – Woe to them, for they have strayed from Me! 
Destruction is theirs, for they have rebelled against Me! I would 
redeem them, but they speak lies against Me. 
 
Note 1: “Rebelled” is the translation of the word . 
 
b. The Hebrew word  translated “transgression” in Exodus 
34:6, designates one who rejects God‟s authority. This word 
predominantly points toward rebellion against God‟s law and covenant. 
This is a collective term that denotes the sum of misdeeds that produces a 
fractured relationship. God‟s character is the standard by which this action 
is measured. If a holy God did not exist, there could not be transgression.
12
 
 
c. Please summarize the meaning, implications, and significance of 
transgression? 
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3. The third key word is iniquity. The root of the Hebrew word  which is 
translated “iniquity,” means to twist or bend and thus to distort.13 The word 
translated iniquity comes to convey an “infraction, crooked behavior, perversion, 
[or] iniquity.”14 
a. How does the use of the word in the following passages contribute to your 
understanding of iniquity? 
i. Isaiah 30:13 – Therefore this iniquity will be to you like a breach 
about to fall, a bulge in a high wall, whose collapse comes 
suddenly in an instant. 
 
ii. Ezekiel 18:30 – “Therefore I will judge you, O house of Israel, 
each according to his conduct,” declares the Lord GOD. “Repent 
and turn away from all your transgressions, so that iniquity may 
not become a stumbling block to you.” 
 
Note: “Transgressions” is the above second key word . 
 
b. Iniquity is clearly not a trait of God‟s character or of His relationship with 
people. It is, however, clearly the trait of human character and actions. 
Iniquity brings together in one word both the actions of a person and the 
consequences of those actions. That is to say, iniquity points to one‟s 
perverted ways, his guilt for these acts, and the punishment that is due.
15
 
 
 
c. Please summarize the meaning, implications, and significance of iniquity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The connection between sin and forgiveness 
 
1. What is it that God forgives? 
 
 
2. Is there anything else that God forgives? 
 
 
3. Does this have any implications for human-to-human forgiveness? 
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     What is the Basis of Forgiveness? 
 
1. Why does God forgive? Or perhaps the better question is: Which qualities of God 
prompt Him to forgive? Circle the characteristics of God that are a basis for His 
forgiveness. 
 
a. Exodus 34:6-7a – Then the LORD passed by in front of him and 
proclaimed, “The LORD, the LORD God, compassionate and gracious, slow 
to anger, and abounding in lovingkindness and truth; who keeps 
lovingkindness for thousands, who forgives iniquity, transgression and 
sin.” 
 
b. Nehemiah 9:17 – They [i.e., those during the wilderness years] refused to 
listen, and did not remember Your wondrous deeds which You had 
performed among them; so they became stubborn and appointed a leader 
to return to their slavery in Egypt. But You are a God of forgiveness, 
gracious and compassionate, slow to anger and abounding in 
lovingkindness; and You did not forsake them.  
 
c. Joel 2:13b – Now return to the LORD your God, for He is gracious and 
compassionate, slow to anger, abounding in lovingkindness and relenting 
of evil.  
 
d.  Jonah 4:2 – [Jonah] prayed to the LORD and said, “Please LORD, was not 
this what I said while I was still in my own country? Therefore in order to 
forestall this I fled to Tarshish, for I knew that You are a gracious and 
compassionate God, slow to anger and abundant in lovingkindness, and 
one who relents concerning calamity.”  
 
e.  2 Chronicles 30:9b – For the LORD your God is gracious and 
compassionate, and will not turn His face away from you if you return to 
Him. 
 
f.  Psalm 103:8 – The LORD is compassionate and gracious, slow to anger 
and abounding in lovingkindness.  
 
g.  Daniel 9:9 – To the Lord our God belong compassion and forgiveness, for 
we have rebelled against Him. 
 
2. Please list the qualities of God from which His forgiveness springs. 
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      Four Old Testament Pictures of Forgiveness 
 
While there are many words in the Old Testament used to convey various aspects of 
forgiveness, our focus is on four word pictures for forgiveness. However, we will first 
consider a basic word for forgiveness. 
 
A basic word for forgiveness 
1. The LORD forgives sin. The Hebrew word  translated “forgive or pardon” is 
only used of God forgiving humans.
16
 This is one of very few Old Testament 
words that is only used of God. It is never used of man forgiving man. 
 
2. In Psalm 86:5, the psalmist uses the related adjective ( ), which means ready 
to forgive.
17
  
 
a. Psalm 86:5 reads, “For You, Lord, are good, and ready to forgive, and 
abundant in lovingkindness to all who call upon You.” 
 
b. What does this verse tell you about God? 
 
c. If you were to use this verse as a pattern for human-to-human forgiveness, 
what would the design look like?  
 
 
Four word pictures for forgiveness 
1. The LORD lifts up and carries away sin. The Hebrew word  has three related 
but separate meanings: to lift up, to bear or carry, and to take away. From the 
meaning take away springs the concept of to forgive or to pardon sins.
18
 The 
picture is that, in forgiveness, one‟s sin is lifted up and carried away by God 
Himself. 
 
2. The LORD hides sin. The Hebrew word  means to cover, conceal, or hide.19 
The picture is that in forgiveness one‟s sin is concealed. It is out of sight. 
 
a. The two words  (translated “forgiven”) and  (translated 
“covered”) parallel each other in Psalm 32. 
 
b. Psalm 32:1 reads, “How blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, 
whose sin is covered!” 
 
c. In what ways does this verse influence your understanding of forgiveness? 
 
d. If you were to use this verse as a pattern for human-to-human forgiveness, 
what would the design look like? 
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3. The LORD erases sin. The Hebrew word  means to wipe, to wipe out, and 
thus to blot out or erase. The picture is that in forgiveness the stain of one‟s sin is 
erased. 
 
a. Psalm 51 is David‟s confession concerning adultery and murder. 
 
b. David uses “blot out” ( ) in parallel with “wash me” and “cleanse 
me.” 
 
c. Psalm 51:1-2 reads, “Be gracious to me, O God, according to Your 
lovingkindness; according to the greatness of Your compassion blot out 
my transgressions. Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity and cleanse me 
from my sin.” 
 
d. How do the terms wash, cleanse, and blot out ( ) contribute to your 
understanding of forgiveness? 
 
 
e. If you were to use this verse as a pattern for human-to-human forgiveness, 
what would the design look like? 
 
 
4. The LORD removes sin far from the sinner. The Hebrew word  conveys that 
a person or thing is far from someone or something else.
20
 Psalm 103:12 reads, 
“As far as the east is from the west, so far has He removed our transgressions 
from us.” The picture is that in forgiveness one‟s sin is removed far away – as far 
as the east is from the west.  
 
a. In what ways does this verse influence your understanding of forgiveness? 
 
 
 
 
b. If you were to use this verse as a pattern for human-to-human forgiveness, 
what would the design look like? 
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Reflecting on the basic word for forgiveness 
1. One specific word for forgiveness or pardon is only used of God forgiving 
humans. The adjective of this word is used in Psalm 86:5 and means ready to 
forgive. 
 
 
2. What personal significance does the idea that God is ready to forgive have for 
you? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Even though this word is only used of God in the Old Testament, should human-
to-human forgiveness carry the quality of ready to forgive? Why or why not? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reflecting on the pictures of forgiveness 
1. The summary picture of forgiveness is taking sin away, covering it up, erasing it, 
 and removing it far away. 
 
 
2. Which of the four pictures of forgiveness is your favorite? Why? 
 a. The LORD lifts up and carries away sin (nāśā ). 
 b. The LORD hides sin (kāsâ). 
 c. The LORD erases sin (mā â). 
 d. The LORD removes sin far from the sinner ( ). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Which is the most difficult picture for you personally as you consider human-to-
human  forgiveness? Why? 
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     Questions to Consider 
 
1.  What is your assessment of the following actions in which someone extended 
forgiveness, asked for forgiveness, or is understood as being a forgiving person? 
That is to say, how do these offenses and the forgiving responses compare to the 
Old Testament passages considered in this study? 
 
a. In the fall of 1988, Tom Landry tied a NFL record for coaching twenty-
nine consecutive years with the same team. Less than six months later he 
was fired on the very day Jerry Jones purchased the Dallas Cowboys. One 
writer said that Jones discarded Landry like yesterday‟s newspaper. The 
same author, commenting on the honor and grace demonstrated by Landry 
in the weeks that followed, stated, “Tom Landry went from being known 
as a famous coach to a man of honor because of his forgiving heart.”21 
 
 What is your assessment? 
 
 
 
b. A father asked his twenty-five year old son if he had any resentful feelings 
from his childhood due to any wrongs the father had done. The son 
recalled that when he was thirteen, he was practicing a song and played 
one section of the melody over and over again. He remembered his father 
asking, “Is that all you know?” The adult son recalled that, to his 
adolescent ears, it was like his father was saying, “I don‟t like you or your 
music.” The father responded to his adult son by asking his forgiveness.22 
 
  What is your assessment? 
 
 
 
2.  Based on the four pictures of forgiveness considered in this study, if you were to 
imitate God, what would human-to-human forgiveness look like? 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  Based on the several character traits of God considered in this study, if you were 
to imitate God, what qualities would be needed to practice human-to-human 
forgiveness? 
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 Personal Reflection 
 
1. Of the four word pictures for God forgiving you, which comforts you the most? 
Why? 
a. The LORD lifts up and carries away sin ( ). 
b. The LORD hides sin ( ). 
c. The LORD erases sin ( ). 
d. The LORD removes sin far from the sinner ( ). 
 
 
2. Considering our human limitations, the forgiveness you grant will at best only 
resemble God‟s. When you consider forgiving another person, which of the word 
pictures motivates you the most? Why?  
a. Lifting up and carrying away sin (  
 
 
b. Covering or hiding sin ( ) 
 
 
c. Erasing sin ( ) 
 
 
d. Removing sin far from the sinner ( ) 
 
 
3. In your own personal practice of human-to-human forgiveness, which word 
pictures do you practice the most and which ones the least? 
a. Lifting up and carrying away sin (  
 
 
b. Covering or hiding sin ( ) 
 
 
c. Erasing sin ( ) 
 
 
d. Removing sin far from the sinner ( ) 
 
 
4. When you consider forgiving another person, which of the above word pictures 
seems to be the most difficult for you to accomplish? Why? 
  
120 
     NOTES
                                                 
1
R. Laird Harris, Gleason L. Archer, and Bruce K. Waltke, eds., Theological Wordbook of the Old 
Testament (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980),  s.v. “  
2Ibid., s.v. “  
3Ibid., s.v. “  
4Ibid., s.v. “  
5Ibid., s.v. “  
6
Ibid., s.v. “  
7Ibid., s.v. “  
8
Ibid. 
9Ibid., s.v. “  
10Ibid., s.v. “  
11Ibid., s.v. “  
12Ibid., s.v. “  
13Ibid., s.v. “  
14
Ibid. 
15
Ibid. 
16Ibid., s.v. “  
17
Ibid. 
18Ibid., s.v. “  
19Ibid., s.v. “  
20Ibid.,  s.v. “  
21
Nieder and Thompson, Forgive and Love Again, 54. 
22
Adapted from Charles Stanley, Forgiveness (Nashville: Oliver Nelson Books, 1987), 162-163. 
 121 
Session Three 
 The New Testament Foundations of Forgiveness 
 
 During the first session, you became acquainted with the three models of 
forgiveness found within popular Christian books. In the second session, you gained an 
appreciation for five key Hebrew words for forgiveness. In this third session, you will 
explore three passages in the New Testament, which significantly contribute to the 
foundations of a biblical model of forgiveness. 
 In preparation for the third session, you are being provided with two resources 
that will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. The first is a brief 
introduction to the parable of the Wicked Servant recorded in Matthew 18. The second is 
a guide to your personal interaction with three passages from the New Testament. The 
best way to prepare for the class is to read through the introduction and interact with the 
selected Bible verses. 
 
Assignment #1 Read Insights into the Parable 
Assignment #2 Complete Interacting with the Bible 
 
 
A man once commented to preacher John Wesley, “I never forgive.” 
Wesley responded, “Then, sir, I hope that you never sin.” 
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Preparing for Class Discussion 
Insights into the Parable 
 
 Jesus was a master storyteller. However, His stories were not for entertainment, 
though they were entertaining; they were not told for laughs, though many contain 
humorous points; nor were they for embellishing His accomplishments, though He often 
wove exaggeration into His stories. These stories are known as parables. They have been 
described as an earthly story with a heavenly meaning, and while there may be truth in 
that phrase, the description is lacking. 
 A parable is one of many figures of speech found in the Bible. Figures of speech 
enrich the language and make it more lifelike. The main function of parables is to 
communicate ideas.
1
 It is estimated that one-third of Jesus‟ teachings, as recorded in the 
Gospels, are in the form of the story parable.
2
 The story parable, as told by Jesus, arises 
out of real life situations through which Jesus confronts His audience with truth and 
God‟s will and purposes.3 
 The story parable answers a stated or implied question or problem.
4
 It includes 
many details, which are important to make the story vivid and real, but one should not try 
to extract significant meaning from each and every detail.
5
 Remember, the story parable 
answers a question and does so in a way that captures the attention of the hearers with the 
intent of bringing them to a point of decision.
6
 
 Story parables often follow a formula that includes the rule of contrast, the rule of 
three, and the rule of end stress.
7
 The contrasts are generally virtue and vice, riches and 
poverty, or wisdom and folly. The story parable often includes three main characters with 
the spotlight often falling on the last character or scene in the series. 
 Concerning the parable of forgiveness found in Matthew 18:23-34, virtue and vice 
are sharply contrasted. Specifically, the mercy and compassion of the king are contrasted 
with the lack of these same qualities in the forgiven servant. The parable basically is the 
exchange of three people in three successive encounters. The main characters are a king 
and two servants. The first scene is the dialogue between the king and servant number 
one. The second scene is the dialogue between the two servants. And in the third scene 
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the king once again addresses servant number one. The story builds through these 
exchanges with the emphasis being on the last scene. 
 The “Wicked Servant” is generally the title given to this particular story parable. 
The title is taken from the parable itself, when the king calls the first servant a “wicked 
slave” (Matthew 18:32). The issues at hand are financial debt and the inability to repay. 
Servant number one owes the king 10,000 talents. Ten thousand is the largest number in 
New Testament Greek and a talent was the largest unit of currency of that time period. 
The phrase 10,000 talents may simply and figuratively represent an amount beyond what 
one can truly fathom. Perhaps it like saying someone owes the bank an amount equal to 
the national debt. The indebtedness is more than the mind can grasp. 
 The literal amount of 10,000 talents adjusted by today‟s wage scale is in the 
neighborhood of two to three billion dollars.
8
 Regardless if we understand the amount 
figuratively or literally, this man owes more than is possible for him to repay. Since the 
amount is so enormous, some argue that there has been a transcription error.
9
 However, 
parables often include hyperbole for effect; thus, each point within a parable does not 
demand a historical counterpart.
10
 It is better to accept the text as we have it and to 
recognize the impact of hyperbole in a story like this.
11
 The fact is, the cost of one‟s sins 
when calculated on the payment that was made by Jesus places the amount in a category 
that is beyond computation (cf. 1 Peter 1:18-19). While the amount of the debt in the 
parable is difficult to grasp, the generosity of the king is even more amazing as he 
forgives the huge debt and releases the servant. 
 Servant number two owes the first servant 100 denarii. This is not an insignificant 
amount. A denarius was the compensation for a day‟s labor. One hundred denarii is 
equivalent to the salary for five months minimum wage labor, which is between four and 
five thousand dollars.
12
 However, when compared to the two to three billion dollar debt 
the wicked servant had received in forgiveness, the few thousand are insignificant by any 
account, being just a tiny fraction of 1 percent (i.e., 0.0002%). The debt of the second 
servant could be increased 5,000 times before it equals 1 percent of what the wicked 
servant was forgiven. The amount the wicked servant was forgiven compared to the 
amount owed by his fellow servant is so trivial that there really is no comparison. 
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 Interacting with the Bible 
 
1. Exploring Matthew 18:21-22 
a. Seeing the passage 
i. What are the component parts of Peter‟s question? 
(1) Concerning frequency 
(2) Concerning relationship 
(3) Concerning injury 
(4) Concerning action 
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. Peter‟s answer to his own question suggested forgiving up to seven 
times. Since the rabbinic teaching of the day was to forgive three 
times, Peter‟s answer was generous. However, Jesus took Peter‟s 
answer and multiplied it many times. 
 
ii. There is some debate over the correct translation here (that is, 
“seventy times seven” as in the NASB or “seventy-seven” as in the 
NIV). Nevertheless, Jesus‟ point remains the same. What is the 
essence of His answer? 
 
 
2. Exploring Matthew 18:23-27 
a. Seeing the passage 
i. What are the two major requests of the servant? 
(1)  
(2)    
 
ii. What are the three major responses of the king? 
(1)  
(2)    
(3)   
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. How long would it have taken the servant to pay off his debt? 
 
 
ii. How long would it take you to pay off your debt to God? 
 
 
iii. How do these verses impact your view of forgiveness? 
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3. Exploring Matthew 18:28-30 
a. Seeing the passage 
i. Compare verses 28-30 with verses 23-27. What is similar? 
 
 
 
ii. Compare verses 28-30 with verses 23-27. What is different? 
 
 
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. How long would it have taken the second servant to pay off his 
debt? 
 
 
ii. How does the debt of the first servant compare to the debt of the 
second servant? 
 
 
iii. How does the moral debt of someone who has sinned against you 
compare with the moral debt God forgave you? 
 
 
4. Exploring Matthew 18:31-34 
a. Seeing the passage 
i. What did the first servant receive, and what was it he should have 
given? 
 
 
 
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. Based on this parable, what “should” you do? 
 
 
 
ii. Is there a specific action you should take? If so, what is it? 
 
 
 
iii. How do these verses impact your view of extending forgiveness to 
others? 
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5. Exploring Ephesians 4:31-32 
a. Seeing the passage 
i. What vices are the Christian to put off? 
 
ii. What virtues are the Christian to put on? 
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. Compare and contrast verse 31 with Model One, Therapeutic 
Forgiveness. 
 
ii. In thinking of your present relationships with family, friends, co-
workers, and others, do you need to put off any of the emotions or 
actions listed in verse 31? If so, which ones? 
 
 
6. Exploring Galatians 5:16-25 
a. Seeing the text 
i. Which “deeds of the flesh” refer to actions, dispositions, or 
motivations of discord that lead to a breakdown in relationships or 
express the state of a shattered relationship? 
 
 
ii. According to this passage, why does one have negative, destructive 
emotions in his life? 
 
b. Thinking about the passage 
i. Are any of the items associated with the “deeds of the flesh” 
present in your life? If so, which ones? 
 
 
ii. How would you incorporate this passage into a model of 
forgiveness?  
 
 
7. Consider Matthew 18:15-18 
a. Within these verses, what is the ultimate objective? 
 
b. What impact should this have on your model of forgiveness? 
 
 
c. Is there someone in your life with whom a relationship has been damaged 
due to his or her sin? If so, have you approached him/her about the sin 
with the goal of regaining a brother/sister? 
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     Class Discussion 
 
Exploring Matthew 18:21-35 
 
1. Read Matthew 18:21-22 
a. Seventy times seven is Jesus‟ answer 
to the question of how many times 
one should forgive. 
b. Based on Jesus‟ teaching and stated in 
your own words, how many times 
should you forgive? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Read Matthew 18:23-26 
a. When the first servant was confronted 
by the king and told to pay up or go to 
a debtors‟ prison, his response was, 
“Have patience with me and I will 
repay you everything.” 
 
 
b. How likely was it that the servant could repay the debt? 
 
c. How does the servant‟s debt compare to our moral debt to God? 
 
 
3. Read Matthew 18:27 
a. Was the king‟s response to the 
servant‟s request for more time 
surprising? 
 
b. If so, in what way? 
 
c. Comment on the king‟s three responses. 
 
 
d. Did the king benefit from forgiving the servant? That is, is there any 
indication that the king released the servant for personal benefit? 
 
 
e. Based on this verse, state a definition of forgiveness. 
The NIV reads, “Seventy-
seven” times. There is some 
debate on the correct 
translation. While there is a 
significant difference between 
77 and 490, within the verse 
there is very little difference in 
the final meaning. 
Adjusted to today’s wage 
scale, the first servant’s debt 
of 10,000 talents is equivalent 
to 2 to 3 billion dollars. 
The king’s responses: 
1. He felt compassion. 
2. He released the servant. 
3. He forgave the debt. 
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4. Read Matthew 18:28 
a. Which is more surprising, the king‟s 
compassion, release, and forgiveness 
of the first servant or the forgiven 
servant‟s actions toward his fellow 
servant? 
 
 
b. Are both responses expected or unexpected? Why or why not? 
 
 
c. Compare the two debts. 
 
 
d. If the 10,000 talents represent the moral debt you owe God for your 
personal sins and the 100 denarii represent the moral debt someone owes 
you for a sin(s) committed against you, what is the comparison? 
 
 
e. Based on this verse, what is the perspective you should have about 
another‟s moral debt owed to you? 
 
 
5. Read Matthew 18:29-30 
a. Compare the response of the first servant (v. 26) to the response of the 
second servant (v. 29). 
 
b. Contrast the actions of the king (v. 27) to the actions of the first servant (v. 
30). 
 
 
6. Read Matthew 18:31-35 
a. How would you have expected the 
king to have completed the question: 
“Should you have not   your 
fellow slave as I     
you? 
 
b. What, if any, is the significance of the 
use of mercy here? 
 
c. How should the use of compassion (v. 27) and mercy (v. 33) impact one‟s 
model of forgiveness?
Adjusted to today’s wage 
scale, the second servant’s 
debt of 100 denarii is 
equivalent to five months 
salary at minimum wage or 
four to five thousand dollars. 
The question in verse 33 
expects an affirmative answer. 
The “should” conveys 
compulsory duty. “Mercy” 
means to show mercy or help 
someone out of pity. 
  
129 
 
7. Story parables answer a stated or implied question. Since Jesus clearly answered 
Peter‟s question of how often we should forgive, the parable must answer a 
different question. Perhaps the unasked question is, “Why should I forgive an 
unlimited amount of times?” 
a. How does this parable answer the question, “Why should we forgive an 
unlimited amount of times?” 
 
 
 
b. What is heart-felt, or sincere, or 
genuine forgiveness? You may want 
to answer by stating what it is not. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To forgive from the heart 
means to forgive sincerely or 
genuinely. 
A Note 
 
 The story parable ends with the king handing the wicked servant over 
to torturers until the original debt is paid in full. Since it is inconceivable that 
the servant can pay off such an enormous debt, it is a certainty that he will 
never be released from the grip of the torturers. This ending should be 
understood to graphically highlight how truly incompatible it is to receive divine 
mercy and then to refuse to extend mercy to others. It should not be seen as a 
picture of spiritual discipline in the life of the Christian as some suggest. 
 Jesus concludes the teaching with a warning: “My heavenly Father will 
also do the same to you, if each of you does not forgive his brother from your 
heart” (v. 35). Some try to make every detail of the story have a specific 
meaning. This is an interpretation mistake. Some believe torturers refers to the 
potential loss of salvation. However, this warning is not about a loss of 
salvation, as this would make salvation dependent on good works rather than 
the person and work of Jesus Christ. Some others believe God disciplines the 
believer by turning him over to torturers. However, that is simply reading into 
the passage rather than gleaning out of the passage. The warning is not about 
spiritual discipline. It is best to understand this verse as saying that the one 
who does not genuinely forgive others fails to demonstrate he has received 
divine forgiveness. Thus, refusing to extend mercy to others is an untenable 
position for one who claims to have personally received God’s mercy. 
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 Exploring Ephesians 4:31-32 
 
1. Read Ephesians 4:31 
a. How do the attitudes or actions listed 
in verse 31 impact relationships? 
 
 
 
b. What is the Christian‟s responsibility 
regarding this list?  
 
 
 
 
2. Read Ephesians 4:32 
a. How does embracing these three 
directives impact relationships? 
 
 
 
b. Please elaborate on the idea that 
Christ‟s forgiveness of you is to be an 
example of how you are to forgive 
others. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. These two verses encourage the replacement of vices with virtues. 
a. What are the mechanics of replacing vices with virtues? 
 
 
 
b. What is the relationship between this replacement and forgiveness? 
 
 
 
 
“Put away from you” is from a 
word that means to pick up 
and carry away. The idea is to 
make a clean sweep or rid 
yourself of it. 
To be “kind” is to be loving 
and benevolent. 
To be “tenderhearted” is to be 
compassionate. 
“Forgiving” is the translation of 
charízomai, which is based on 
the root word for grace. It 
means to give freely or 
graciously as a favor and in 
some passages conveys to 
forgive. 
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 Exploring Galatians 5:16-25 
 
 
1. Read Galatians 5:16-18 
a. What is the relationship of the Spirit 
and the flesh? 
 
 
b. If one walks by the Spirt, the Spirit 
influences him/her. What does this 
mean? 
 
 
c. Likewise, then, if one walks by the flesh, the flesh influences him/her. 
What does this mean? 
 
2. Read Galatians 5:19-21 and 22-24 
a. What do these two lists tell you about life? 
 
b. According to this passage, if a believer‟s life is characterized by bitterness, 
resentment, or anger, what is likely true about that person? 
 
c. Likewise, if a Christian‟s life is characterized by joy and peace, what is 
likely true about that person? 
 
3. Read Galatians 5:25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
a. The believer, who in fact does live by the Spirit, has what responsibility? 
 
b. While this passage does not mention forgiveness, what do you suppose the 
relationship is between keeping in step with the Spirit and forgiveness? 
 
“Flesh” refers to a person in 
his essential fallenness. It 
stands for the total impact of 
original and personal sin in a 
person. It describes a 
Christian prior to spiritual 
regeneration or living outside 
of the regenerated state. 
This is a first class conditional sentence, which here assumes the reality that 
indeed the Galatians (and by extension, Christians), who live under the 
provisions of the new covenant, do indeed live by the Spirit. Compare the NIV, 
“Since we live by the Spirit.” 
 
The concluding phrase, “walk by the Spirit,” is not identical to the same 
English phrase in verse sixteen. Here a different verb is used which refers to 
keeping in step or to be in line (cf. NIV “keep in step”). The thought is to take 
one‟s steps by the help and guidance of the Spirit. 
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4. The Spirit and forgiveness. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
a. When the believer finally ends the state of unforgiveness and grants 
release, negative emotions are also released. 
 
i.  From the human perspective what happens?  
 
 
  ii. From a theological perspective what happens? 
 
 
 
b. Compare and contrast the following views of forgiveness. 
 
i. When one forgives, he also releases his own negative emotions of 
anger, bitterness, and resentment. Forgiving is a form of healing. 
 
ii. When the believer responds to the Spirit, he is enabled to forgive 
allowing the Holy Spirit to cultivate the fruit of the Spirit in his 
life. Ultimately, this is a work of the Spirit. As the believer realigns 
his steps with the Spirit, spiritual healing or spiritual formation is 
initiated by the indwelling Spirit of God. 
 
This passage indirectly relates to the topic of forgiveness in two primary ways. 
First, the enablement to practice human-to-human forgiveness is found as one 
walks by the Spirit. The Spirit enables the believer to practice forgiving. 
Second, the virtues of grace are the fruit produced by the Spirit as the believer 
actively walks by the Spirit, actively keeps in step with the Spirit, and allows 
the Spirt to lead him. 
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       Personal Reflections 
 
1. What would “unlimited” forgiveness look like in your personal relationships with 
family, friends, co-workers, and others? 
 
 
 
 
2. With whom are you able to be compassionate and merciful? 
a. Spouse? 
b. Family? 
c. Relatives? 
d. In-laws? 
e. Co-workers? 
f. Neighbors? 
g. Others? 
 
3. With whom is it difficult to be compassionate and merciful? Why? 
a. Spouse? 
b. Family? 
c. Relatives? 
d. In-laws? 
e. Co-workers? 
f. Neighbors? 
g. Others? 
 
4. Who is that person(s) that you are having a difficult time forgiving? 
 
 
5. The parable highlights compassion and mercy. If you are ever to forgive this 
person(s), what role could these qualities have in that final forgiveness? 
 
 
 
 
6. Considering the words of the parable that you should give mercy because you 
received mercy, what is keeping you from forgiving? 
 
 
 
7. When you choose not to forgive, who or what is the primary influence on your 
behavior? 
a. The flesh 
b. The Spirit 
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 Session Four 
 Rethinking Sin, Offense, and Hurt 
 
 During the first session, you became acquainted with the three models of 
forgiveness found within popular Christian books. In the second session, you gained an 
appreciation for five key Hebrew words for forgiveness. In the third session, you 
interacted with three passages in the New Testament that significantly contribute to the 
foundations of a biblical model of forgiveness. During this fourth session, you will be 
challenged to think freshly on the topics of sin, offense, and hurt. 
 In preparation for the fourth session, you are being provided with two resources 
that will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. The first is an 
overview of the meaning of sin, and the second is a reading guide. The best way to 
prepare for this class is to read the introduction and complete the reading guide. 
 
Assignment #1 Read Rethinking Sin 
Assignment #2 Complete Reading Guide 
 
If I ever fall into a sin, I pray that I don’t fall into the hands of those 
censorious, critical, self-righteous judges in the church. I’d rather fall 
into the hands of the barkeepers, streetwalkers, and dope peddlers, 
because the church people tend to tear each other apart with their 
gossipy tongues. 
 
 ~ W. A. Criswell 
Born in Eldorado, Oklahoma, 1909 
Pastor of First Baptist Church of Dallas, 1944-1995 
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     Preparing for Class Discussion 
Reading Guide 
 Rethinking Sin 
 
1. What is relativism? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is situationalism? 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Twenty years ago, what was Allan Bloom‟s assessment of students entering 
college? 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What is sin? 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Does Professor Branson‟s linking sin with being in the wrong story paint an 
accurate picture of sin? Why or why not? 
 
 
 
 
 
6. What impact does embracing relativism have on one‟s understanding of 
forgiveness? 
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 Rethinking Sin 
 Why would we need to rethink sin? Surely believers within an Evangelical church 
have at least a basic knowledge of a biblical position on sin. Unfortunately, even an 
Evangelical church is not immune to the attitudes and actions of the culture existing all 
around her. The post World War II climate ushered in a different attitude about truth. In 
many ways, relative truth flew in under the radar. For the most part, it was not 
newsworthy, but this shift in thinking spread like a viral epidemic. Forty years ago, 
relativism could be observed in the cultural revolution of the sixties as well as in Joseph 
Fletcher‟s landmark book, Situation Ethics, published in 1966. The English dictionary 
defines situation ethics as “a system of ethics by which acts are judged within their 
contexts instead of by categorical principles.”1 Similarly, relativism is the “view that 
ethical truths depend on the individuals and groups holding them.”2 
 The late Allen Bloom was a professor at Yale, Cornell, and the University of 
Chicago. In 1987, Bloom wrote Closing of the American Mind, which has been described 
as a critique of “the intellectual and moral confusions of our age.”3 The opening sentence 
of his book states, “There is one thing a professor can be absolutely certain of: almost 
every student entering the university believes, or says he believes, that truth is relative.”4 
Commenting on this book, Tom West, a former student of Bloom‟s at Cornell and 
presently Professor of Politics at the University of Dallas, writes, 
 
In many ways this was a very useful book. It brought into public view the scandal 
of the universities, which openly teach that there is no principled difference 
between good and evil. Bloom exposes and denounces the pervasive and mindless 
relativism [which] has exhausted the spirit of the West so badly over the past 
century.
5
 
 
 As relativism rises, the idea of sin shrinks. Philip Yancey writes: 
 
 Something strange has occurred in more recent times, however. Although 
almost every sermon in my childhood church centered on sin, the word has 
vanished in the years since then. I seldom come across the word these days in 
Christian books or magazines, rarely hear it railed against from the pulpit, never 
hear it mentioned on network television. Politicians, who often speak in the 
language of morality, hardly ever invoke the word sin. Fear of sin, the dominant 
force of my childhood, has nearly disappeared.
6
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Biblically, sin is missing the target. However, relativism shifts from the single 
focus on an objective and absolute target established by God‟s holy standards to various 
targets determined by the individuals and groups who are taking aim at them. Thus, 
within a relativistic viewpoint, it is almost impossible to actually sin, and, if one does sin, 
it really means that he has failed to live up to his own standards or to those of a group 
with which he identifies. Therefore, the orthodox understanding of sin has been banished 
from intellectual thought and from society in general. Furthermore, if forgiveness is to be 
meaningful within a relativistic society, what one forgives must be much broader in scope 
than the ancient concept of sin and, at the same time, not hindered by absolutes. 
 L. Gregory Jones, Professor of Theology at Duke University Divinity School, 
objects to therapeutic forgiveness in that it both marginalizes forgiveness and trivializes 
sin.
7
 To trivialize sin is to make sin of little importance. To marginalize forgiveness is to 
relegate forgiveness to unimportance or to strip it of any real power. Within therapeutic 
forgiveness and relativism, absolute standards are often pulled down and subjective 
standards are erected. Therapeutic forgiveness most often erects unfairness as the 
standard. An experience is usually classified by postmodern thinkers as unfair if it is 
painful. Relativism encourages the individual or group to set the standard. 
 Regarding the topic of sin, J. I. Packer writes: 
The subject of sin is vital knowledge. To say that our first need in life is to 
learn about sin may sound strange, but in the sense intended it is profoundly true. 
If you have not learned about sin you cannot understand yourself, or your fellow-
man, or the world you live in, or the Christian faith. And you will not be able to 
make head or tail of the Bible. For the Bible is an exposition of God‟s answer to 
the problem of human sin, and unless you have that problem clearly before you, 
you will keep missing the point of what it says.
8
 
 
Adapting Packer‟s words to the subject of forgiveness, we could say: “Unless one is clear 
about the definition of sin, he will keep missing God‟s point about forgiveness.” 
 To define sin is a challenge because, to do so, we must understand something of 
God‟s holiness, and God‟s holiness is not the most popular subject today. In addition, in 
today‟s cultural climate, if individuals happen to speak of sin, they most often do not 
speak of it from a theological perspective.
9
 As Packer observed more than twenty-five 
years ago, “[Sin] has ceased to convey the thought of an offence against God, and now 
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signifies only a breach of accepted standards of decency, particularly in sexual 
matters.”10 To the degree that Packer is correct, Western society no longer thinks in terms 
of a person offending a holy God. It is exactly for this reason that it “is far better to define 
sin in the way Scripture does, in relationship to God‟s law and his moral character.”11 
Thus, one might define sin “as anything in the creature which does not express, or which 
is contrary to, the holy character of the Creator.”12 
 Both the Old and New Testaments have words for sin that convey the idea of 
missing the mark.
13
 Thus, a very basic biblical definition of sin is to miss the mark. The 
missed target is established by God. When one misses the prescribed target, she actually 
hits something else. While sin is correctly defined as missing the mark or failing to 
measure up to the divine standard, “sin is primarily disobedience to God.”14 The concept 
of missing the mark may suggest that sin is only a failure to do what is right; however, 
the prescribed target in this case is not accidentally missed but intentionally missed 
through disobedience. When the congregation of Israel made the golden calf, God said 
they had turned away from His commanded way (Exodus 32:8). The prophet Isaiah states 
that all people have turned to their own way and that this is sin (Isaiah 53:6). 
 Sin may be defined theologically as a “lack of conformity to the moral law of 
God, either in act, disposition, or state.”15 Responding to a question concerning 
forgiveness, Professor Mark Branson of Fuller Theological Seminary writes, “The word 
„sin‟ is key – „missing the mark‟ means getting into the wrong story, the story of the 
nations, or the story of those nations and their religions.”16 God establishes the target and 
humans miss the stated target – and that is sin. If an archer aims at a target and misses, 
the archer remains in the location from which he shoots the arrow. The arrow is amiss, 
but the bowman remains in place. However, if an astronaut boards an Apollo spacecraft 
sitting on top of a Saturn V rocket and misses the moon by one degree, that astronaut will 
continue to fly through space on a never-ending flight. When one misses the target 
established by God, it is not like shooting an arrow, but rather like being on a spacecraft. 
Only in this case, the person does not cause an object to veer off course, but the person 
himself veers off the course. He departs from the right story and enters the wrong story. 
 In John Bunyan‟s classic, Pilgrim‟s Progress, the primary character, Christian, 
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notices how lush and pleasant the path is on the other side of the fence. Exhausted 
from walking on the rocky road, he convinces his companion, Hope, to leave the road for 
the grassy path that parallels the road. However, after some distance, Christian and Hope 
do not notice that the path begins to veer away from the road, and they soon find 
themselves in the clutches of Giant Despair who imprisons them in Doubting Castle. 
After several days in the dungeon, which includes being beaten, Giant Despair 
encourages Christian and Hope to kill themselves since they will never set foot outside of 
the dungeon. Christian confides in Hope: 
“Brother,” said Christian, “what shall we do? The life that we now live is 
miserable. For my part, I know not whether it is best to live thus, or to die out of 
hand. My soul chooseth strangling rather than life, and the grave is more easy for 
me than this dungeon. Shall we be ruled by the giant?”17 
 
Thus it is with sin. Sin is a turning away from the way of the Lord and unto a forbidden 
path which, if followed long enough, leads eventually to despair and doubt. When the 
disciple sins, he walks into the wrong story. He has departed from the story of the holy 
God and has entered the story of self, failing to let God be God.
18
 
 One‟s understanding of sin not only affects his view of divine forgiveness but also 
his view of forgiving others. Christians all too often tend to view sin against another as 
simply a sin against that person instead of a sin against God. When one speaks a hateful 
word, he not only sins against the other person but, more important, he sins against 
God.
19
 Sin is a failure to match up to the holy expectations of God thus fracturing the 
relationship. The true standard is not set by others or by society, but by the living God. 
 Every individual is impacted by the sins of others. When one transgresses God‟s 
moral law, someone else is often injured. Living in a fallen world guarantees you will be 
impacted by the sin of another, which may specifically target you or have no 
intentionality toward you personally. Each individual is also impacted by a fallen world. 
Tsunamis, hurricanes, tornados, and other such calamities impact our lives. Even well-
intentioned people make mistakes. Varying degrees of hurt enter one‟s life simply 
because he lives in a fallen world. Accidents happen. Mistakes happen. Not every hurt is 
the fault of another. In some life events, no one is to blame – no person is culpable. 
Within a fallen world, tragic events touch all people in all places. 
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 Hurts come both from living in a sinning world and a sinful world. However, 
hurts calling for forgiveness come from those who commit acts of sin, not from an 
environment plagued by the fall of mankind. Hurts calling for biblical forgiveness must 
be caused by another who is culpable.  
 Why would we need to rethink sin? First, if we tend to embrace relativism and 
situationalism, sin is trivialized and forgiveness is marginalized. Second, if we strip sin of 
orthodox biblical meaning, we are likely to substitute words such as offense and hurt and 
reduce forgiveness to releasing ourselves from emotional pain. And third, without a clear 
biblical concept of sin, we will likely fail to distinguish between hurts that enter our lives 
as a direct sinful act of another and those which are the consequences of living in a world 
contaminated by sin, and thereby conclude that someone must be held accountable 
whenever we experience pain. 
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    Class Discussion 
 
 Rethinking Sin, Offense, and Hurt 
 
Rethinking Sin 
 
1. What is relativism? 
 
 
2. What is sin? 
 
 
3. Who has sinned? 
 
 
 
4. What is the status of Christians concerning 
sin? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. A sin is committed against whom? 
a. Consider Psalm 51:4a – Against You, You only, I have sinned and done 
what is evil in Your sight. 
 
b. Consider Matthew 18:21 – Then Peter came and said to Him, “Lord, how 
often shall my brother sin against me and I forgive him? Up to seven 
times?” 
 
c. Consider 1 Corinthians 8:12 – And so, by sinning against the brethren and 
wounding their conscience when it is weak, you sin against Christ. 
 
d. One commits a sin against whom? 
 
 
6. Technically speaking, when you ask another person to forgive you, for what are 
you asking forgiveness? 
In Him we have redemption 
through His blood, the 
forgiveness of our trespasses, 
according to the riches of His 
grace which He lavished on 
us. 
Ephesians 1:7-8a 
For all have sinned and fall 
short of the glory of God.  
Romans 3:23 
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Rethinking Offense 
 
1. Read Matthew 15:1-14 
 
a. According to verse 12, the disciples 
relay to Jesus that the Pharisees were 
offended. Considering the meanings 
of the Greek word translated “offend,” 
which nuance applies here? Why have 
you concluded this? 
 
 
 
 
b. What do you think the disciples wanted Jesus to do? Why would they 
desire this? 
 
 
 
 
c. What, in fact, did Jesus do? 
 
 
 
 
d. Was Jesus‟ action right or wrong? 
 
 
 
 
e. Does this passage have any implications for our behavior? 
 
 
 
 
f. Are there any cautions we should have regarding following this example 
of Jesus? 
Offend in Matthew 15 
 skandalizo 
 
1. To cause another to sin. 
2. Give offense to, anger, 
and shock. 
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2. What is an offense? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. When someone is offended by your actions, 
how should you respond? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Please give your assessment of the following. 
 
Joe felt rejected when his friend, Frank, was 
not supportive of his endeavor. Joe also felt 
rejected when Sam was somewhat distant 
after Joe refused to support Sam‟s political 
position. The actions by Frank and Sam 
caused Joe to experience pain. Joe forgave 
both Frank and Sam. 
 
a. How was Joe defining offense? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. Given Joe‟s understanding of offense, 
was his forgiving both Frank and Sam 
contradictory (or hypocritical) or 
reasonable? Please explain. 
 Defining Offense 
 
The archaic meaning is a 
cause of or occasion of sin. 
 
The narrow meaning is 
something that outrages the 
moral or physical senses. 
 
The broad meaning is the act 
of displeasing. 
 
Thus, in our usage offense 
conveys one of two different 
meanings: 
 
1. A synonym for sin as an 
action which crosses 
moral boundaries 
established by God, or 
 
2. A failure to conform to the 
subjective expectations of 
another. 
 Defining Offend 
 
The narrow meaning is to 
transgress the moral or divine 
law. 
 
The broad meaning is to 
cause dislike, anger, or 
vexation. 
 
In our usage: 
 
1. One offends when he 
transgresses the rules of 
behavior established by 
God, that is, when he sins 
against someone. 
 
2. One offends when his 
action is disliked by 
another or is the occasion 
of anger by the other 
person.  
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Rethinking Hurt 
 
1. How would you distinguish between the 
following two statements? 
a. You will experience hurt by living in 
a sinning world (i.e., a world in which 
others commit acts of sin). 
 
 
b. You will experience hurt by living in a sinful world (i.e., a less than 
perfect world in which unfortunate things happen).  
 
 
 
2. Compare and contrast the following. 
a. Joan was devastated over the loss of her grandmother‟s jewelry, when her 
home was burglarized. 
b. Samantha was hurt and felt helpless over the loss of her grandfather‟s 
painting, when the hurricane destroyed her home. 
 
 
 
3. Compare and contrast the following. 
a. During Baron‟s daily commute home from work, a drunk driver lost 
control of his car, smashing into Baron‟s car, breaking Baron‟s right leg. 
b. While Jonathon was driving to work one winter morning, a very diligent 
driver lost control of his car on the ice packed road. He slid into 
Jonathon‟s car causing Jonathon to sustain serious neck trauma. 
 
 
 
4. What, if any, difference does it make if a loss is a result of the sinful actions of 
others or the result of an unfortunate event? 
 
 
5. Give a few examples of hurts that are a result of living in a sinning world. 
 
 
6. Give a few examples of hurts that are a result of living in a sinful world. 
 
 
7. What is the role of forgiveness concerning hurts from living in a sinning world 
and hurts from living in a sinful world? 
 Defining Hurt 
 
Hurt means to cause 
emotional pain or anguish. 
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 Case Studies 
 
1. Stacy was telling a Bible story during children‟s church story time when she 
mistakenly combined parts from two different stories and ended up saying that 
Noah delivered the ten commandments to the nation of Israel. After class, Jackson 
was attempting to joke with Stacy and suggested that next week Stacy could just 
tell the story of Moses taking the animals on the ark, and she would have told the 
kids all the details of the two stories. Stacy was hurt badly by Jackson‟s remarks. 
 
What is your assessment of what occurred? How should Stacy and Jackson 
evaluate what happened? Should either take any action? If so, what action? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Bo was walking down the aisle of the airplane when suddenly a little four-year 
boy reached across the aisle to hand his mother the uncapped felt tip pen with 
which he was drawing. The black ink brushed across Bo‟s light-colored dress 
pants. After a few moments of frustrated anticipation of his upcoming business 
meeting with black ink on his pants, Bo spent a couple minutes in prayer. He 
prayed, “Father, forgive the little boy for marking on my pants and ruining them.”  
 
 What is your assessment of Bo‟s situation and prayer? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Dennis confronted his wife, Jill, about her adulterous relationship. Jill was 
crushed by the hurt she had brought into everyone‟s life. She truly felt badly and 
in all sincerity apologized and promised to never see the guy again. 
 
 What is your assessment of this situation and of Jill‟s response? 
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4. Peter has worked for Blair International for twenty-two years. He has worked his 
way up the corporate ladder beyond the mid point. Blair International has always 
promoted from within, and Peter has positioned himself to move into his boss‟s 
position when his boss takes the soon to be vacated Vice President of Operations 
in January. However, on January 15, his old boss announces that his old position 
will be filled by a trusted colleague who is making a lateral move from another 
company so that he and his wife can be closer to their grandchildren. After six 
months, Peter walks into his former boss‟s office and says, “I forgive you for 
going outside the company to fill the position.” 
 
 What is your assessment of Peter‟s situation and his response? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Rebecca has been a loyal employee of ZTech Manufacturing Company for 32 
years. In her younger years she passed up opportunities with other companies 
because the owner had asked her to stay with ZTech. She plans to work six more 
years and then retire. She is thankful to have such a good job and knows it would 
be virtually impossible for her to find another mid-management job at her age. At 
the end of the work day, the entire work crew is informed that the company, 
which has been publicly traded for about ten years, will be relocating the factory 
overseas where the labor costs are significantly lower. Rebecca feels violated, 
abused, and discarded. She is very fearful of her future. 
 
 What is your assessment of Rebecca‟s situation? How should she respond? 
 
 
 
6. Cody had worked for Enron for 29 years. He was planning on retiring after 30 
years with the company. However, before his retirement date, the company went 
bankrupt and it was disclosed that all stock options were worthless and the 
pension fund was depleted. Cody‟s entire retirement plans were based on the 
company stock options and the pension plan. His present assets are offset by his 
present indebtedness. As he contemplates pursuing employment at retirement age 
and significantly downsizing his family‟s standard of living, he becomes very 
bitter and angry. 
 
 What is your assessment of Cody‟s situation? How should Cody respond? 
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 Personal Reflections 
 
1. How do you distinguish between sin, offense, and hurt? 
 
 
 
 
2. Please list a situation in which you have experienced deep pain which was: 
 
a. The result of another person‟s sin. 
 
 
 
b. The result of being greatly displeased by another person‟s action. 
 
 
 
c. The result of an unfortunate life event. 
 
 
 
3. Concerning the above situation, how did you feel at the time of the event or 
shortly thereafter? Were you able to distinguish between the sins, offenses, and 
hurts? 
 
 
 
4. Are there any relational issues that you have placed in a wrong category? For 
example, the painful event is truly sin and not just a misunderstanding. Or, the 
event was an accident for which no one should be held accountable. 
 
 
 
5. Are there any unresolved or lingering relational fractures in your personal 
relationships?  
 
 If so, what will it take to mend those relationships? 
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    Session Five 
 Rethinking Repentance and Reconciliation 
 
 In session one, the three models of forgiveness found within popular Christian 
books were presented: therapeutic, judicial, and restorative. In session two, five key 
Hebrew words for forgiveness were examined:  (forgive or pardon),  (to lift up 
and carry away),  (to hide or cover),  (to erase or blot out), and  (to 
remove far away). In session three, key New Testament passages were explored 
(Matthew 18:20-35; Ephesians 4:31-32; Galatians 5:16-25). In session four, the 
definitions of offense, hurt, and sin were expounded. In session five, the meaning and 
significance of reconciliation and repentance will be considered. 
 In preparation for the fifth session, you are being provided with five resources that 
will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. There are four short 
articles addressing repentance and reconciliation. There is also a reading guide. The best 
way to prepare for the class is to read through the four articles and to complete the 
reading guide. 
Assignment #1 Read the following 
• Rethinking Repentance 
• Rethinking Reconciliation 
• Is Reconciliation Contingent upon Repentance? 
• Is Forgiveness Contingent upon Repentance? 
Assignment #2 Complete Reading Guide 
 
Mary Jane Watson, speaking to Spider-man, says, 
 
“We have all done terrible things to each other. But we have to forgive 
each other or everything we ever were will mean nothing.” 
 
Trailer for the movie Spider-man 3 
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     Preparing for Class Discussion 
 Reading Guide 
 
Rethinking Repentance 
1. What is the meaning of repentance? 
 
 
 
 
Rethinking Reconciliation 
2. What is the meaning of reconciliation? 
 
 
 
 
3. Other than reconciliation, what other words or exhortations in Scripture point us 
toward harmonious relationships? 
 
 
 
 
Is Reconciliation Contingent upon Repentance? 
4. Is repentance necessary for true restoration? If so, why? 
 
 
 
 
Is Forgiveness Contingent upon Repentance? 
5. The corresponding article maintains forgiveness is not dependent upon 
repentance. What is the rationale for this position? 
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Rethinking Repentance and Reconciliation 
 
 Rethinking Repentance 
 The range of meaning of the term repent includes “to turn from sin,” “to change 
one‟s mind,” and “to feel regret or contrition.”1 The Greek word  means to 
“change one‟s mind.”2 The idea is that a change takes place. This is often a change of 
direction. If one turns from something, the very act of turning necessitates a turn toward 
something else. Repentance is a change of mind, a change of heart, and a change of 
direction. 
 Within the New Testament, the only time the word repentance is used of personal 
relationships between two people is in the seventeenth chapter of Luke. Jesus exhorts, 
“Be on your guard! If your brother sins, rebuke him; and if he repents, forgive him. And 
if he sins against you seven times a day, and returns to you seven times, saying, „I 
repent,‟ forgive him” (Luke 17:3-4). A similar passage in Matthew 18 reads, “If your 
brother sins, go and show him his fault in private; if he listens to you, you have won your 
brother” (Matthew 18:15). These two passages are often associated with church 
discipline. 
 Genuine repentance is reflected in changes in thinking (a repentant mind), in 
behavior (a repentant hand), and in attitude (a repentant heart). We might say that when 
a husband repents concerning his sin against his wife, the repentant mind says that he 
now thinks about the action differently, the repentant hand says that he is presently 
taking steps so that the action will not be repeated, and the repentant heart says that his 
attitude is different. David Augsburger writes, “In repentance, the heart is not only 
broken for its sins but from its sins.”3  
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     Rethinking Reconciliation 
 David Augsburger boldly states that true forgiveness is about regaining a sister or 
brother.
4
 Many of us would be much more comfortable with keeping forgiveness closely 
associated with obedience and placing the responsibility for restoration on the person 
who has been forgiven. Does the obedient Christian have a responsibility to pursue 
reconciliation after granting forgiveness to the offender? 
 Reconcile means to restore to friendship or to restore harmony.
5
 Of the fifteen 
times the verb and noun occur in the New Testament,
6
 only three refer to reconciliation 
between humans.
7
 The one of primary interest in this study is Matthew 5:23-24. Jesus 
says when you are aware that another person has something against you (and thus it is 
implied that you know the other person is angry), you should go immediately and be 
reconciled. In the following verse, which states another application, the words “make 
friends” are used instead of reconcile. 
 While it is true that reconcile is rarely used in the Bible regarding human 
restoration, there are many other passages which exhort us toward harmonious 
relationships by using the word peace. Peace, as used in this study, refers to harmony in 
personal relationships.
8
 The Christian is exhorted to be at peace, to pursue peace, and to 
live in peace.
9
 A present active imperative of the verb  is translated “pursue peace” 
in Hebrews 12:14. The Greek word means to pursue or run after. The figurative usage, as 
used here, means to pursue, strive for, seek after, and aspire to something.
10
 Thus, the 
believer is to aspire to harmonious personal relationships. 
 Jesus speaks of the peacemaker in the Beatitudes. This is the only occurrence of 
this word, which means to make peace. These verses indicate that the pursuit of 
harmonious relationships is not a weight that should be borne only on the shoulders of the 
one who fractured the relationship. Rather, this is a mutual responsibility of all 
Christians. The Apostle Paul directs us to pursue peace while recognizing that unless 
there is mutuality such peace will be limited. He writes, “If possible, so far as it depends 
on you, be at peace with all men” (Romans 12:18). 
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 The believer is called to pursue peace, to live in peace, and to be a 
peacemaker. The Christian is exhorted to diligently strive to maintain the unity in the 
body of Christ that the Spirit has established (Ephesians 4:1-3). Disciples can best 
demonstrate to the world that they are Christ followers through mutual love for each 
other. Within the church, God not only desires harmonious relationships between 
disciples, he expects them. Yet, one can only be at peace with another to the degree 
allowed by the other person. 
 
 Is Reconciliation Contingent upon Repentance? 
 Is reconciliation contingent upon repentance? Jay Adams thinks so. He writes, 
“God is not interested in forgiveness as an end in itself, or as a therapeutic technique that 
benefits the one doing the forgiving. He wants reconciliation to take place, and that can 
only be brought about by repentance.”11 Jesus said that, when you confront someone 
about the sin that has fractured the relationship and the person repents, you have won 
back a friend (Matthew 18:15-18). Restoration follows repentance, not the other way 
around. 
 These six sessions on Forgiving Others focus on aspects of granting forgiveness, 
not on seeking forgiveness. Within this study, therefore, the focus is primarily on another 
person‟s repenting of his sinful action against you. However, on those occasions when 
you cause the damage in the relationship by your sin, you should confess the wrongdoing 
to the one you injured. When you repent and thus demonstrate a change in attitude and 
behavior, you open the gate for restorative fellowship. When another person repents of 
his sin against you, he unbolts the gate that makes restoration a possibility.  
 However, when a man refuses to repent for his sinful action, in effect he is bolting 
the gate shut. There can be no debate that a repentant attitude accompanied by repentant 
actions makes the prospect of restoration much stronger. But does the lack of repentance 
by the offender preclude the offended from being able to genuinely forgive? 
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      Is Forgiveness Contingent upon Repentance? 
 Is repentance a necessary condition for granting forgiveness? David Augsburger 
thinks so. He writes, “Repentance is the central task of forgiving and being forgiven. 
Where there is no repentance, there is no true forgiveness.”12  
 Repentance is surely necessary for forgiveness to be accepted and applied but not 
for it to be given. Luke 17:3-4 links repentance with forgiveness, but it does not state it is 
a condition of forgiveness. Matthew 18:15-18 exhorts a series of confrontations to bring 
about repentance and thus restoration. However, it does not mention forgiveness. In the 
following verses on forgiveness repentance is not mentioned. The Apostle Paul exhorts 
the believer to forgive as Christ forgives without mentioning repentance (cf. Ephesians 
4:32 and Colossians 3:13). The command of Scripture is to forgive. On occasion, 
repentance is included in the context (e.g., Luke 17:3-4). To make repentance a condition 
before we forgive, we must assume that repentance is implied as a condition in all the 
passages that do not mention it. 
 God‟s provision of forgiveness is not conditioned on repentance.13 His 
forgiveness is based on His compassion, mercy, generosity, and grace. Repentance may 
very well be the condition by which man receives the gift of forgiveness, but it is not the 
condition for God giving it.
14
 Shults and Sandage write, 
All of this suggests that salvation is about more than a forensic application of 
forgiveness. Yes, human turning to God is part of the experience of forgiveness, 
but this is not the reason for forgiveness – it is not the cause of a legal effect. 
Israel discovers the broader explanation for divine forgiveness as it recognizes 
mercy (hahum), grace (hannun), and steadfast loving-kindness (hesed) as 
essential attributes of God.
15
 
 
They conclude, “We get a clear sense that divine forgiveness takes the initiative and 
enables human repentance. Humans are dependent on the initiative of divine grace.”16 
Similarly, Old Testament scholar John Goldingay writes of this same initiative: 
Bringing about the people‟s restoration from their exile involves such pardoning 
of the people. The first is dependent on the second. And it is not the case that they 
must first repent and then Yhwh will pardon and restore. Yhwh first declares the 
intention to pardon and restore, and on this basis exhorts Israel to turn.
17
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Goldingay believes God‟s pardon of Israel was not conditioned upon repentance: 
If pardon and restoration operated irrespective of Israel‟s turning, this would 
make the relationship a one-sided one; if a wife forgave her husband his infidelity 
but he did not return to faithfulness to her; the relationship would not be restored. 
But if pardon and restoration were conditional on Israel‟s turning, this would 
make the relationship a contractual one, not a personal one; when two people 
commit themselves to each other, they do so unconditionally yet on the basis of 
the fact that both are making this commitment.
18
 
He adds: 
 Forgiving people is one of the most powerful and creative acts humans beings 
ever undertake or that God ever undertakes. Perhaps it is the fact that Yhwh‟s 
restoration of them involves not holding their past unfaithfulness against them 
that will bring about the people‟s inner renewal, changing their attitude to Yhwh 
and winning them at least to acknowledge Yhwh.
19
 
 
 Just as God took the initiative with rebellious humans who were enemies, so the 
believer should take the initiative with anyone who causes a relationship fracture. The 
Christian cannot mend the fracture, but, by taking the initiative and granting forgiveness, 
he invites the repentant response. The believer may grant forgiveness to an unrepentant 
person, thereby fulfilling the commands of Scripture to forgive as God has forgiven. This 
initiative may penetrate the crusty heart of the offender and be a catalyst for repentance. 
Yet, total restoration is dependent on the other person‟s response. As Paul acknowledges, 
you can only be at peace with another to the degree that she allows it (Romans 12:18). 
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     Class Discussion 
 
 Rethinking Repentance & Reconciliation 
 
1. Concerning human relationships, what does repentance mean? 
 
 
2. Read Matthew 5:24 and then define reconciliation. 
 
 
3. What are synonyms for reconciliation? 
 
 
4. As you read the following verses, consider the duty of the Christian. 
 
a. 1 Thessalonians 5:13b – Live in peace with one another.  
 
b. Hebrews 12:14a – Pursue peace with all men. 
 
c. Romans 14:19 – So then we pursue the things that make for peace and the 
building up of one another.  
 
d. According to these verses, what responsibilities do you have? 
 
 
e. How does this apply toward fractured relationships? 
 
 
5. Read Matthew 5:9 
a. Matthew 5:9 – Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons 
of God. 
 
b. What is the personal application of this verse? 
 
 
 
6. Read Matthew 5:24 
a. Matthew 5:23-24 – Therefore if you are presenting your offering at the 
altar, and there remember that your brother has something against you,  
leave your offering there before the altar and go; first be reconciled to 
your brother, and then come and present your offering. 
 
b. What is your responsibility when you have sinned against someone?
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7. Read Matthew 18:15 and comment on the following: 
 • Setting If your brother sins, 
 • Action Go and show him his fault in private; 
 • Response If he listens to you, 
 • Result You have won your brother. 
  
a. What is the nature of the offense? 
 
 
 
b. What is the goal of the confrontation? 
 
 
 
c. What is the objective of most confrontations? 
 
 
 
d. What are some guidelines for making your confrontations conform to the 
correct goal? 
 
 
 
e. What is your responsibility when someone has sinned against you? 
 
 
 
8. Read 2 Corinthians 2:5-11 
a. According to this passage, what three actions should be taken? 
 
 
b. According to this passage, what are two reasons to forgive? 
 
 
 
9. Is repentance necessary for reconciliation to occur between two people? 
a. What are some reasons to support that repentance is not necessary for 
reconciliation to occur? 
 
 
 
b. What are some reasons to support that repentance is necessary for 
reconciliation to occur?
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10. Is repentance necessary before one can 
forgive? 
a. What are some reasons to support that 
repentance is necessary before 
forgiveness can be granted? 
 
 
 
 
 
b. What are some reasons to support that 
repentance is not necessary before 
forgiveness can be granted? 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Who should take the initiative to reconcile 
fractured relationships? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We get a clear sense that 
divine forgiveness takes the 
initiative and enables human 
repentance. Humans are 
dependent on the initiative of 
divine grace. 
 
~ Shults & Sandage 
Forgiving people is one of the 
most powerful and creative 
acts human beings ever 
undertake or that God ever 
undertakes. Perhaps it is the 
fact that Yhwh’s restoration of 
them involves not holding their 
past unfaithfulness against 
them that will bring about the 
people’s inner renewal, 
changing their attitude to 
Yhwh and winning them at 
least to acknowledge Yhwh. 
 
~John Goldingay 
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 A Case Study 
 
 After many years, one adult woman found the courage to confront her father over 
his abusive behavior toward her as a child and young teen. Her father denied the 
allegations. However, prior to the confrontation she had determined in her heart to 
forgive him no matter what his response was to her reproof. Soon afterward, the father‟s 
behavior toward his adult daughter began to change. Even though he never verbally 
confessed any wrongdoing, his actions toward her became more fatherly and 
appropriately tender. He died three years later. During these three years, she felt she had a 
father for the first time in her life, and she was grateful their earthly relationship ended 
well. 
 
1. Was the woman‟s forgiveness a legitimate, biblical forgiveness? Why or why not? 
 
2. Was the father‟s repentance genuine? Why or why not? 
 
3. Was this truly a restored relationship or an existence in denial? 
 
4. Would the restoration have been deeper and the resulting relationship stronger if 
there had been a verbal confession? 
 
5. What role do you think the woman‟s forgiveness of her unrepentant father had on 
his later repentant attitude and behavior?
 Restoration of a fractured relationship is dependent on repentance. While 
there may be various levels of communication apart from repentance, true 
reconciliation can never move beyond the degree of expressed repentance. Without 
repentance, fractures will always exist in the relationship. Repentance allows for the 
mending and strengthening of the relationship. However, this repentance may not 
always be verbalized. 
 
 Consider again the adult woman who confronted her father for his abusive 
acts when she was much too young to understand or defend herself. Not only was his 
initial response unrepentance, he denied the events. Yet, this woman forgave him. 
Her genuine forgiveness was not conditioned by his response. We will never know 
what then prompted his change in attitude and behavior toward his adult daughter, 
but it may have been that her genuine forgiveness was the determining factor. 
Paraphrasing Goldingay and adapting his words about God to this woman: Perhaps 
this woman’s restoration with her father involved her not holding his past abuse 
against him and this is what brought about his change in attitude and behavior. 
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 An Evaluation 
 
Consider the two following positions on forgiveness and reconciliation: 
 
Reconciliation is the goal. 
Forgiving is the action of one person when he sets another free. Reconciliation is the 
action of two people. You can forgive by yourself, but reconciliation depends on the 
response of the other person. When you forgive, it is as though you open a door and wait 
to see if the offender will walk through it. Reconciliation is important; however, it is not 
essential to the act of forgiving. When a person forgives, she has fulfilled her obligation. 
 
Reconciliation is essential. 
Reconciliation is essential in order for forgiveness to be accomplished. Forgiveness is but 
one step on the path to reconciliation. Without reconciliation, forgiveness is incomplete. 
Complete forgiveness cannot occur apart from the fractured relationship being mended. 
 
 
1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the position: “Reconciliation is the 
goal”? 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the position: “Reconciliation is 
essential”? 
 
 
 
 
3. If you must choose between the two above positions, which do you think is the 
closest to the biblical model and why? 
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 Personal Reflections 
 
1. Is there anyone whom you have offended (i.e., sinned against) and is likely angry 
about it? If so, what is keeping you from going to that person and bridging the gap 
in the relationship? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Is there anyone whose sinful action(s) damaged the personal relationship between 
the two of you? If so, have you gone to the person for the purpose of confronting 
with the hopes of regaining the relationship? 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Is there anyone you need to forgive? 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Is there anyone who is unrepentant about a wrong done against you? Have you 
been able to forgive even though he or she is unrepentant? If so, what would it 
take for you to be able to forgive in this situation? 
 
 
 
 
 
5. What steps do you need to take to pursue peace with that difficult person? 
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 Session Six 
 Rethinking Our Model of Forgiveness 
 
 In session one, the three models of forgiveness found within popular Christian 
books were presented: therapeutic, judicial, and restorative. In session two, five key 
Hebrew words for forgiveness were examined:  (forgive or pardon),  (to lift up 
and carry away),  (to hide or cover),  (to erase or blot out), and  (to 
remove far away). In session three, key New Testament passages were explored 
(Matthew 18:20-35; Ephesians 4:31-32; Galatians 5:16-25). In session four, the 
definitions of offense, hurt and, sin were expounded. In session five, the meaning and 
significance of reconciliation and repentance were examined. During this sixth and final 
session, a fourth model of forgiveness will be considered. It is the redemptive model. 
 In preparation for the sixth session, you are being provided with three resources 
that will allow you to do some reading and reflecting on your own. The resources are 
designed to provide an overview of the redemptive model of forgiveness. The best way to 
prepare for the class is to read the three overviews. 
 
Assignment Read: Redemptive Model of Forgiveness 
• Three Structural Components 
• Seven Key Factors 
• A Summary for Comparison to the Three Popular Models 
At the center of the New Testament lies the narrative of the death and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ understood as an act of obedience toward 
God and an expression of self-giving love for his followers as well as the 
model for the followers to imitate. 
 
~ Miroslav Volf 
Exclusion & Embrace, page 30 
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     Preparing for Class Discussion 
The Redemptive Model of Forgiveness 
 Three Structural Components 
 Jesus exhorts that forgiveness must be from the heart, that is, it must be genuine 
or sincere (cf. Matthew 18:35). Genuine means to actually possess the alleged quality. 
Thus, genuine forgiveness describes real or actual forgiveness. Sincere means there is no 
pretense. Thus, sincere forgiveness describes true forgiving in contrast with only going 
through the outward motions. Redemptive forgiveness is both genuine and sincere. 
 As used here, redemptive refers to paying a price to secure the release of a 
prisoner for the purpose of setting her free. The term prisoner is figurative usage referring 
to one who owes a moral debt to another and does not have the resources to repay it. The 
phrase redemptive forgiveness is selected because it reminds us that forgiveness involves 
paying a price. Forgiveness is costly. The debt is written off by the one granting 
forgiveness, and he does not demand repayment or reimbursement. The phrase reminds 
us that the forgiver moves toward the other person with the intent of redeeming the 
relationship. It reminds us that all barriers are broken down in order to secure the release 
of the one imprisoned. And it reminds us that the redeemer is the one who takes the 
initiative. 
 The redemptive model of forgiveness has three structural components: obeying 
God, loving others, and yielding to the Spirit. The first structural component is obeying 
God leads to forgiving. The disciple is directed by Scripture to forgive as forgiven. The 
disciple is exhorted to imitate Jesus. It is a matter of obedience. The focus of obedience is 
upward. 
 The second structural component is loving others leads to embrace (embrace is 
used as a synonym for reconciliation). The disciple is directed to love his neighbor as 
himself. The Bible shows that the character trait of compassion was at the heart of Jesus‟ 
ministry to needy people. Jesus also elevated this virtue as the quality that demonstrates 
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love. It is impossible to love someone and intentionally remain relationally distant. 
The focus of love is outward. 
 The third structural component is yielding to the Spirit leads to virtues of grace. 
The disciple‟s daily life is either influenced by the Spirt or the flesh. Since the believer 
lives by the Spirit, she should march in step with the Spirit in daily living. As the disciple 
obeys God in granting forgiveness to others and loves others by pursuing embrace, the 
Spirit replaces fleshly attitudes with the virtues of grace (i.e., the fruit of the Spirit). 
 Redemptive forgiveness is about loving God and loving others through the 
enablement of the indwelling Holy Spirit. Obeying God will lead to forgiving others. 
Loving others will lead to embracing them. Yielding to the Spirit will lead to the 
dismantling of destructive emotions and the infusion of godly virtues. 
When you sincerely forgive, you decide to release the offender and to pursue 
restoring the relationship. When you obey God by forgiving and moving out in love 
toward the other person to restore relational harmony, you are giving evidence that you 
are walking in the Spirit. 
 
 Seven Key Factors 
 
First, The Definition Factor 
• The meaning of forgiving 
Forgiveness is an act of setting another free from a moral debt that was the result 
of sin. It is the heartfelt release of another accompanied by the pursuit of 
restoration and harmony. Genuine forgiveness not only sets the debtor free but 
also seeks to restore the relationship. 
 
• The meaning of sin, offense, and hurt 
Sin refers to the transgression of God‟s moral law. When one sins, he transgresses 
a boundary established by God. It is an objective boundary described in the Bible. 
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Offense has two relevant meanings for the subject of forgiveness. It very often 
refers to any action that causes another person to experience anger, resentment, or 
displeasure. However, an offense may also be synonymous with sin. Within the 
redemptive model of forgiveness, offense is a synonym for sin. 
 
Hurt refers to emotional pain or anguish. The source or cause of the hurt may be 
the sinful act of another person for which he is morally accountable or a life event 
in which no person is morally blamable. The act of sin causes harm and incurs a 
moral debt, which forgiveness addresses. In contrast to hurt caused by the sinful 
actions of a person is the hurt that arises by living in a sinful world. In these 
situations there simply is no one to blame – no person is culpable. Forgiveness 
does not address hurts caused by living in a sinful world. 
 
Second, The Obedience Factor 
 Forgiveness that is truly biblical will have an upward focus. The vertical focus 
concerns God and His prescriptions for life. The disciple who truly listens to God will 
have a compelling desire to act accordingly. 
 
• Obedience 
The Christian is directed to forgive those who have sinned against him. If the 
disciple is to follow the way of Jesus, he will practice human-to-human 
forgiveness for the simple reason that His Master has so directed. 
 
• Devotion 
The disciple‟s devotion for the Master is linked with following the Master‟s 
commands. Jesus states, “If you love Me, you will keep My commandments” 
(John 14:15). If the disciple is to show devotion to Jesus, he will practice human-
to-human forgiveness for the simple reason that keeping His commands is an 
affirmation of love for Jesus. 
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• Gratitude 
The believer, as a recipient of God‟s grace, is a walking testament to God‟s mercy 
and compassion. As one who has experienced God‟s mercy and compassion, the 
believer is to be grateful. 
 
• Imitation 
God‟s gracious forgiving through Christ serves as the example for Christ 
followers (cf. Ephesians 4:32). The Christian cannot forgive exactly as God in 
Christ forgave, but God‟s forgiveness is the pattern to be imitated in human-to-
human relationships. 
 
Third, The Love Factor 
• Compassion 
The Prodigal Son, the Good Samaritan, and the Wicked Servant are three story 
parables in which Jesus highlights compassion as the critical virtue. Just as the 
believer is the recipient of God‟s compassion, he is to give compassion. 
 
• Community 
Jesus said mutual love should be the primary quality that identifies His disciples. 
He stated, “A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another, even as 
I have loved you, that you also love one another. By this all men will know that 
you are My disciples, if you have love for one another” (John 13:34-35).  
 
• Peace 
The Christian is exhorted to be at peace, to pursue peace, and to live in peace. 
Peace refers to harmony in personal relationships. The Apostle Paul directs the 
believer to pursue peace while recognizing that unless there is mutuality it will be 
limited. He writes, “If possible, so far as it depends on you, be at peace with all 
men” (Romans 12:18). 
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• Embrace  
Embrace here is a synonym for reconciliation. When one considers the biblical 
exhortations to seek after love, unity, and peace, the thought that the disciple can 
forgive and not pursue restoration is incompatible. 
 
Fourth, The Spirit Factor 
• The Walk 
Walk refers to the walk of life, daily living, or daily conduct. To walk by the Spirit 
means to be constantly governed or influenced by the Spirit. In contrast, to live 
according to the flesh is to live in harmony with the values and desires of the 
present age, which is a rejection of the way of God. The imperative walk places 
the responsibility on the believer to obediently follow where the Spirit leads. 
 
• The Fruit 
The enablement to practice human-to-human forgiveness is found as one walks by 
the Spirit. The Spirit enables the believer to practice forgiving. The virtues of 
grace (which, in some ways, might be thought of as positive emotions) are the 
fruit produced by the Spirit as the believer actively walks by the Spirit. From the 
human perspective, when one finally moves beyond unforgiveness and grants 
release, she also releases her own negative emotions. Forgiving is seen as the 
power that releases those debilitating emotions. However, what occurs 
theologically is quite different. When one is in a state of unforgiveness, she is 
yielding to the flesh and not the Spirit. When the believer responds to the Spirit, 
she is then enabled to forgive as she depends on the Spirit. The believer 
experiences a change – a change produced by the Spirit as the believer, in active 
trust, forgives. 
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• The Step 
The Apostle Paul concluded, “Since we live by the Spirit, let us keep in step with 
the Spirit” (Galatians 5:25 NIV). The thought is to march in formation with the 
Spirit by the help and guidance of the Spirit. Because one lives by the Spirit, she 
ought to conform her life so that she indeed keeps in step with the Spirit. 
 
Fifth, The Repentance Factor 
 Repent means to change one‟s mind. Repentance is a change of mind, a change of 
heart, and a change of direction. Repentance is not a necessary condition for granting 
forgiveness. The command of Scripture is to forgive. The lack of repentance on the part 
of the offender should not limit the offended‟s capacity to forgive. By taking the initiative 
and granting forgiveness, the believer may open the door for a repentant response. 
 
Sixth, The Reconciliation Factor 
• Be Reconciled 
Genuine forgiveness moves beyond forgiving out of obedience. It is about 
regaining a friend. Reconcile means to restore to friendship or to restore harmony. 
 
• Pursue Peace 
The believer is directed to pursue peace, to seek after peace, or we might say to 
even aspire to peace. Peace, as used here, refers to harmonious personal 
relationships. Jesus also speaks of the peacemaker in the Beatitudes (Matthew 
5:9). 
 
• Mutual Love 
The New Commandment informs us that mutual love between followers of Christ 
is a living testimony to the world that indeed these are disciples of Jesus. Within 
the church, God not only desires harmonious relationships between disciples, He 
expects them. 
  
171 
• Reconciliation is contingent upon repentance 
The goal of any godly confrontation is to restore the relationship. Jesus says that, 
if your friend repents when you point out his sin, you have won back your friend 
(Matthew 18:15-18). Restoration follows repentance, not the other way around. 
 
Seventh, The Wisdom Factor 
 The pursuit of peace may not always lead to totally restored relationships for a 
variety of reasons. Redemptive forgiveness makes a close connection between freely 
giving forgiveness and pursing restoration and harmony. However, there may be 
occasions when a totally restored relationship is not wise. For example, two couples have 
been friends for many years. However, an adulterous affair within this relationship 
shatters the friendship. After much hard work, each individual couple works through the 
issues with the offending partner repenting and the offended spouse forgiving. Then the 
wounded wife forgives the other man, and the betrayed husband forgives the other 
woman. At this point, it is unlikely that returning the relationship to its past closeness is 
wise. Here the result of true forgiveness is best measured by harmony. Peace may be 
observed as each offended spouse asks God to bless the offenders and rejoices when 
positive things happen in their lives. 
 A strong caution must be issued here. Do not hide bitterness behind the mask of 
“wisdom.” That is to say, do not rationalize your reluctance to pursue friendship with 
another as wisdom when in reality it is bitterness, anger, unforgiveness, or just 
indifference. 
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 The Redemptive Model of Forgiveness 
 
 A Summary for Comparison to the Three Popular Models* 
 
1. The phrase describing the model: Forgive to keep in step with the Spirit. 
 
2. The adjective defining the model: Redemptive. 
 
3. A general definition of forgiveness: Setting the debtor free and pursuing relational 
restoration and harmony.  
 
4. The offense calling for forgiveness: An offense is a sin, a clear violation of God‟s 
holy standard. 
 
5. The person released by forgiving: When you forgive, you release the one who 
sinned against you from the moral debt. 
 
6. The key virtues: Obedience and love. 
 
7. The spiritual focal point: Discipleship. 
 
8. The focus: Redemptive forgiveness is multidirectional in focus in that it is upward 
in obedience, outward in restorative love, and inward in reliance on the 
indwelling Spirit. 
 
9. Redemptive forgiveness is about: Dependent discipline (i.e., active obedience and 
trusting dependence on the Spirit). 
 
10. The role of reconciliation: Genuine forgiveness is accompanied by the pursuit of 
restoration or harmony in relationships. 
 
11. The one motivated by redemptive forgiveness: The Christ follower who seeks to 
keep in step with the Spirit. 
 
 
* See Session One page 97 for the chart Comparing the Three Popular Models. 
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      Class Discussion 
 
 Redemptive Forgiveness: Forgive to keep in step with the Spirit 
Review and Question and Answer 
Structural Components 
• Obeying God leads to forgiving others. 
• Loving others leads to embrace. 
• Yielding to the Spirit leads to the formation of godly virtues. 
 
The Definition Factor 
• Forgiveness is setting the debtor free and pursuing restoration and harmony. 
• Sin is the transgression of God‟s absolute, objective moral law. 
• Offense, within the redemptive model of forgiveness, is a synonym for sin. 
• Hurt may arise from one of two sources: an act of sin for which someone is 
morally accountable or a life event in which no person is morally culpable. 
 
The Obedience Factor 
• Obedience is the proper response by the disciple to God‟s directive to forgive. 
• Devotion for Jesus is demonstrated as the disciple keeps the Master‟s commands. 
• Gratitude is the response by the recipient of divine mercy to give mercy to others. 
• Imitation is following the example of Jesus and, thus, forgiving as forgiven. 
 
The Love Factor 
• Compassion is the virtue that highlights Jesus‟ response to people and is given by 
the disciple to others because he has received it abundantly. 
• Community is established by a mutual love that signifies to the world that these 
disciples follow in the way of Christ. 
• Peace refers to harmony in personal relationships that the disciple pursues. 
• Embrace pictures the attainment of mutual-love, unity, and peace. 
 
The Spirit Factor 
• The walk refers to daily conduct influenced by the Spirit, which stands in contrast 
to living according to the flesh. 
• The fruit refers to the virtues of grace (or possibly, positive emotions), which are 
produced by the Spirit, as the believer actively walks by the Spirit and forgives. 
• The step refers to marching in alignment with the Spirit. 
 
The Repentance Factor 
Repentance is a change of mind, a change of heart, and a change of behavior by 
the offender, which opens the gateway to restoration. However, the granting of 
forgiveness is not contingent upon repentance. The gift of forgiveness may 
encourage repentance. 
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The Reconciliation Factor 
• Be reconciled reminds us that genuine forgiveness moves beyond forgiving out of 
obedience to restoring a friendship or restoring harmony in a relationship. 
• Pursue peace reminds us to aspire to peace in personal relationships. 
• Mutual love reminds us that relationship is our testimony to the world. 
• Reconciliation is contingent upon repentance is a statement acknowledging that 
restoration follows repentance and not the other way around. 
 
The Wisdom Factor 
• Within the redemptive model, forgiveness is closely linked to pursuing restoration 
and harmony. 
• But what if a restored close relationship is not wise? For example, if infidelity 
leads to a divorce that is followed by remarriage and even later by genuine 
repentance and forgiveness, is a close, restored relationship wise? Not, likely. 
• The pursuit in some situations is not to restore the relationship as it was, but to be 
harmonious, to be able to ask God‟s blessing on the other person, and to be able to 
rejoice when good comes to the person. 
• The danger here is seeking an easy way out of truly pursuing peace as Scripture 
directs. 
• Be careful not to settle for less than God‟s calling and rationalizing it as wisdom. 
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 Rethinking Our Model of Forgiveness 
Discussion 
 
1. How do you define forgiveness? 
 
 
2. What is a sin? 
 
 
3. What are the two ways offense is used in connection with forgiveness? And which 
meaning do you prefer when discussing biblical forgiveness? 
 
 
4. What is the difference between living in a sinning world and living in a sinful 
world? 
 
 
5. What does repentance mean? 
 
 
6. Is repentance necessary for restoration? Why or why not? 
 
 
7. Is repentance necessary before forgiveness can be granted? Why or why not? 
 
 
8. Within your view of forgiveness, how important is the pursuit of reconciliation? 
 
 
9. Will reconciliation always be achieved? If not, why not? 
 
 
10. Within the scope of this series, what questions do you have about forgiveness?  
 
 
Next week we will have the opportunity to discuss the topic of 
forgiveness more broadly. 
 
Your pastor is always available to personally discuss with you specific 
scenarios (real or theoretical). 
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 Personal Reflections 
 
1. What feelings of resentment, anger, or bitterness do you have toward someone for 
the injury he or she caused in the relationship between the two of you? 
 
 
 
2. Concerning the above question, have you carefully evaluated the action causing 
the fracture? 
 
a. Was the relational fracture caused by an act of sin? That is, did the other 
person transgress a clear moral boundary established by God and disclosed 
in the Bible? 
 
 
 
b. Was the relational fracture caused by the failure of the other person to live 
up to your expectations? 
 
 
 
3. Concerning the above question number one, has he or she repented? 
 
a. If so, do you believe the repentance is genuine? Why or why not? 
 
 
 
b. If not, have you confronted him/her? 
 
 
 
4. Is there deep hurt in your life that still lingers? 
 
a. If so, was the cause of the deep hurt a sinning person or a sinful world? 
 
 
 
b. Have you been holding someone accountable for something in which he or 
she is not objectively and biblically blamable? 
 
 
c. If so, what action steps can you take to move toward repairing this 
relationship?
 177 
 
 APPENDIX 2 
 
 Pre and Post-Course Survey Statements and Questions 
  
Section One: Inquiring as to the level of agreement (strongly agree, agree, strongly 
disagree, disagree, no opinion). 
 
1. There is someone in my life who has hurt me in a way that I find very difficult to 
forgive. 
2. I believe that God is ultimately responsible for allowing pain and hurt in my life.  
3. I cannot honestly forgive someone unless that person shows some remorse for 
what he or she did. 
4. If I really forgive someone, I would want that person to be released from the 
consequences of his or her actions. 
5. If I genuinely forgive someone, I should rebuild my relationship with that person. 
6. If I have really forgiven someone, I should be able to forget what he or she has 
done to me. 
7. There are some crimes, offenses, or other things that people can do to one another 
that are so bad they should never be forgiven. 
 
 
Section Two: Inquiring as to agreement. Any and all may be selected. 
 
1. When I forgive someone, it does not necessarily mean I will desire to spend my 
vacation with him, but it does mean that I release the bitterness in my heart 
toward him for how he hurt me. 
 
2. When I forgive, I make a heartfelt decision to release the person who hurt me 
from the obligation incurred when he mistreated me.  
 
3. When I forgive, I regain a brother or sister. 
 
4. When I forgive, I am doing something for my own sake because every human has 
a right to be free from hate, bitterness, and resentment. 
 
5. When I forgive, I resolve to live with the consequences of another person‟s sin. 
 
6. When I forgive, it is not authentic forgiveness until there is mutual recognition 
that repentance is genuine and a right relationship is restored. 
 
7. When I forgive, I am not freeing the other person but freeing myself. 
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8. When I forgive, I am making a three-fold promise: I will not bring up her sins to 
her, to others, or to myself. 
 
9. When I forgive, I am risking a return to conversation and a resumption of 
relationship. 
 
10. When I forgive someone, I am giving up the right to revenge, to perfection, and to 
justice; instead, I am giving to myself – or to the other person – freedom from the 
past and openness toward the future. 
 
11. When I forgive, I wipe the slate clean and graciously cancel the debt. 
 
12. When I forgive, it is not complete until the severed friendship is mended. 
 
13. When I forgive another, it is like performing surgery on my own inner life – I am 
cutting out a malignant tumor, bringing healing to myself. 
 
14. When I forgive, it is an act of the will to obey God and let go of the offense. 
 
15. When I forgive, I welcome the other person back into a positive relationship. 
 
 
 
Section Three  
 
Part 1: Select only one of the two following statements with which you most agree. 
1. I am not obligated to forgive a person who has sinned against me and who 
remains unrepentant. 
2. I am responsible to forgive, even if the other person is unrepentant. 
 
Part 2: Select only one of the two following statements with which you agree. 
1. The unforgiving person is consumed with bitterness and is in need of healing. 
2. The unforgiving person is disobeying God and is sinning. 
 
Part 3: Select any or all of the three following statements with which you most agree. 
1. Forgiveness is about healing myself. 
2. Forgiveness is about obeying God. 
3. Forgiveness is about loving other people. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
Course Evaluation Statements and Questions 
 
Part 1: Inquiring as to the level of agreement (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly 
disagree, no opinion). 
1. The teacher‟s presentations and questions were clear and easy to follow.  
2. The teacher facilitated insightful participation by the group.  
3. The teacher stimulated curiosity and independent thinking. 
4. The presentations and discussion held my attention.  
5. The group participants had adequate opportunity to participate. 
6. The printed handouts were attractive.   
7. The printed handouts were well organized. 
8. The course was based on solid biblical argument. 
9. The subject matter was too difficult. 
10. I was very satisfied with this series. 
11. This series is relevant to my personal life. 
12. The course met my needs and expectations. 
13. I have learned a great deal that is helpful. 
14.   I have changed my views on aspects of forgiveness. 
15.  This study helped me to distinguish between emotional pain caused by another‟s 
 sin and that which comes from living in a sinful world. 
16. This series helped me to release some personal hurts which were weighing on me.  
17. During this series, some painful memories were surfaced, and the course helped 
me process them.  
18. Because of this series, I can now more adequately practice forgiveness. 
19. Because of this series, I have resolved some personal issues. 
20. Because of this series, I will now address one or more unresolved relational 
issues. 
21.  I am more likely to pursue rebuilding relationships following conflict than I was 
prior to this series. 
Part 2: Use a numeral from 1-6 that represents your answer. 
 
1. How many of the six sessions did you attend? 
2. How many of the six Pre-Session materials did you read? 
3. How many of the six Personal Reflections did you complete? 
4. How many of the six Reviews did you read? 
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APPENDIX 4 
 
Opinions on Definitions of Forgiveness 
 
The group was asked to select any and all statements with which they agreed. See 
Appendix 3 (page 179) for the list of definitions reflecting the survey arrangement. 
Below, the statements have been grouped into the three respective models: therapeutic, 
judicial and restorative. 
The notable changes from the pre to post selections are: 
(1) Therapeutic linked definitions decreased by an average of 16% and dropped in 
average ranking from 4.4 to 8.8. 
(2) Judicial linked definitions increased by an average of 32% and increased in 
average ranking from 6.1 to 4.9. 
(3) Restorative linked definitions increased by an average of 34% and increased 
in average ranking from 11.8 to 8.2. 
 
Statements are grouped together according to 
model. 
Rank Percent 
Pre Post Net Pre Post Net 
Definitions Linked to Therapeutic Forgiveness (Model One) 
1   When I forgive someone, it does not 
necessarily mean I will desire to spend my 
vacation with him, but it does mean that I 
release the bitterness in my heart toward him 
for how he hurt me. 
1 1 0 92% 100% 8% 
4 When I forgive, I am doing something for my 
own sake because every human has a right to 
be free from hate, bitterness and resentment. 
9 14 -5 32% 25% -7% 
7 When I forgive, I am not freeing the other 
person but freeing myself. 
3 12 -9 84% 33% -51% 
10 When I forgive someone, I am giving up the 
right to revenge, to perfection, and to justice; 
instead, I am giving to myself – or to the other 
person – freedom from the past and openness 
toward the future. 
4 6 -2 76% 75% -1% 
13 When I forgive another, it is like performing 
surgery on my own inner life – I am cutting 
out a malignant tumor bringing healing to 
myself. 
5 9 -4 72% 50% -22% 
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     Opinions on Definitions of Forgiveness 
Continued 
 
Statements are grouped together according to 
model. 
Rank Percent 
Pre Post Net Pre Post Net 
Definitions Linked to Judicial Forgiveness (Model Two) 
2  When I forgive, I make a heartfelt decision to 
release the person who hurt me from the 
obligation incurred when he mistreated me.  
11 4 7 28% 83% 55% 
5  When I forgive, I resolve to live with the 
consequences of another person‟s sin. 
9 7 2 32% 58% 26% 
8  When I forgive, I am making a three-fold 
promise: I will not bring up her sins to her, 
to others, or to myself. 
6 9 -3 56% 50% -6% 
11 When I forgive, I wipe the slate clean and 
graciously cancel the debt. 
8 4 4 44% 83% 39% 
14 When I forgive, it is an act of the will to 
obey God and let go of the offense. 
 
2 1 1 88% 100% 12% 
Definitions Linked to Restorative Forgiveness (Model Three) 
3  When I forgive, I regain a brother or sister. 13 10 3 12% 33% 32% 
6  When I forgive, it is not authentic 
forgiveness until there is mutual recognition 
that repentance is genuine and a right 
relationship is restored. 
14 15 -1 0% 0% 0% 
9  When I forgive, I am risking a return to 
conversation and a resumption of 
relationship. 
7 3 4 52% 92% 40% 
12 When I forgive, it is not complete until the 
severed friendship is mended. 
14 11 3 0% 33% 33% 
15 When I forgive, I welcome the other person 
back into a positive relationship. 
11 7 4 28% 58% 30% 
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 Opinions about Forgiveness 
 
When asked to select one of the following two statements, the group responded: 
I am not obligated to forgive a person who 
has sinned against me and who remains 
unrepentant. 
I am responsible to forgive even if the 
other person is unrepentant. 
Pre Post Net Pre Post Net 
4% 0% -4% 96% 100% 4% 
 
No notable changes. 
 
 
 
When asked to select one of the following two statements, the group responded: 
The unforgiving person is consumed with 
bitterness and is in need of healing. 
The unforgiving person is disobeying God 
and is sinning. 
Pre Post Net Pre Post Net 
20% 8% -12% 76% 92% 16% 
 
While there is only a slight change of opinion, almost all of the post course responders 
selected the second statement. 
 
 
 
When asked to select any of all of the following three statements, the group responded: 
Forgiveness is about healing 
myself. 
Forgiveness is about 
obeying God. 
Forgiveness is about loving 
other people. 
Pre Post Net Pre Post Net Pre Post Net 
88% 58% -30% 100% 100% 0% 64% 100% 36% 
 
The notable changes here are: 
1. The decrease of 30 percent of those selecting the first statement, which is linked to 
therapeutic forgiveness. 
2. The increase of 36 percent of those selecting the third statement, which is linked with 
restorative forgiveness. 
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